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C ommunists has always argued 
that within the Socialist Alliance 
there lies a compelling logic to¬ 
wards the formation of a party. The con¬ 
tinued existence of the left in fragmentary 
sects and semi-feudal cliques is acrime 
that condemns us to the fringes of politi¬ 
cal life in Britain. The Socialist Alliance 
presents us with an historical opportu¬ 
nity to overcome this division and fight, 
as one, and for the highest political unity 
of the working class. 

The December 1 conference on the 
alliance’s structure will lay the basis for 
the future development of our fledgling 
project. There is much at stake. How bold 
will we be? Will the Socialist Party pick 
up its ball and leave if it does not get its 
way? And if it does where will that leave 
Dave Nellist, our national chair? Will the 
end result be seen as a Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party stitch-up: the formation of an 
Anti-Nazi League for elections? 

There has been much shadow-boxing 
in the lead-up to conference. Through all 
the dust kicked up, one thing is emerging: 
it is time to move beyond the petty inter¬ 
ests of the sects and small groups and start 
acting in the broad interest of the socialist 
movement and the working class itself. But 
this must be done on the basis of inclu¬ 
sive democracy. That means leaving be¬ 
hind the politics of special rights for the 
groups. Federalism is not a solution for us, 
and neither is a bureaucratic unity. 

Genuine partisans of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance project want to build on the unity 
and momentum we attained in the gen- 



Dave Nellist: will he, won’t he? 


eral election. While the achievements 
of the campaign were admirable, our 
amateurishness was also revealed. 
Since then, rather than being pushed 
forward, the Socialist Alliance has been 
put on hold. 

Our starting point must be what the 
working class needs - and that is a new 
mass party, based on a democratically 
agreed programme that charts a path to 
socialism ie, the mle of the working class 


- and beyond that to general freedom. 

The aims and objectives being moved 
by the CPGB and Workers Power would 
place the recognition of the need for such 
a party in our constitution. Anything else 
is inadequate. There is no suggestion 
that by doing so the Socialist Alliance 
would become a party on December 1: 
that would be pure substitutionism. What 
it would do is place at the heart of the So¬ 
cialist Alliance a symbolic recognition of 
our aspiration to become a party - the 
leading part of the working class. 

The CPGB does not believe that the 
fusion of the existing revolutionary 
groups with the support of a number of 
independents - either exiles from this or 
that sect or those leaving the Labour 
Party - would amount to a party of the 
working class in the full sense of the 
word. However, a genuine party is not 
something static, but a process that 
might have extremely modest begin¬ 
nings. The fusion of the revolutionary 
groups with the expressed intent of form¬ 
ing a genuine class party would act as a 
powerful point of attraction for all social¬ 
ists, progressives and anti-capitalists 
and hence stage by stage would allow 
us to decisively lift our methods of work 
from the localist and amateur towards the 
heights the working class needs to take 
political power in Britain. 

Clearly a federal arrangement is inad¬ 
equate for this task. The Socialist Party 
is championing federalism - not in the 
interests of the movement, but in the in¬ 
terests of its little group. It fears subordi¬ 
nating itself to the democracy of 
socialists united in the SA. It has few 
friends left who support its petulant de¬ 
mand to veto any democratically agreed 
decision of the Socialist Alliance. If it 
walks out to “negotiate a more honest 
relationship with the SA”, it will take lit- 
de with it. While this would damage the 
SA to some extent, it will damage the SP 
much more. 

The other groups advocating feder¬ 
alism (Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, 
Workers Power, Revolutionary Demo¬ 
cratic Group) are more positive than the 
SP: they support the development of 
the Socialist Alliance, but are yet to lift 
their horizons beyond the immediate 
needs of their grouplets. 


A unified structure and leadership is 
what we need. But this must not be at 
the cost of democracy and autonomy 
below. There are dangers in the SWP/ISG 
et al constitution that need to be re¬ 
moved. For one, there is a conflict of 
power between the proposed executive 
committee and national council. In fact, 
the national council is supreme, as it can 
replace members of the executive with a 
two-thirds vote. The national council is 
to be a second chamber, it seems - the 
SWP's very own House of Lords. 

Secondly, the nature of the slate sys¬ 
tem of electing our executive means that 
there is little chance of ‘troublesome’ yet 
popular candidates finding their way 
onto the executive. You have to take each 
slate as a whole. With a first past the post 
direct election method, it is possible for 
an election preparation committee to rec¬ 
ommend an executive to conference, but 
excluded individuals or groups can still 
fight their way on without overturning 
the entire proposed executive. 

Also lacking in the SWP/ISG structure 
is the role of a Socialist Alliance paper. 
Lindsey German may think that the SA 
needs a paper “like it needs a hole in the 
head”, but a collective organiser, agita¬ 
tor and educator is urgently required if 
we are to knit together our organisation 
and consolidate a mass base. Without a 
political paper the Socialist Alliance will 
carry on as an on-off SWP united front. 

We are against ineffective federalism 
and against bureaucratic control. These 
are also the central tenets of the state¬ 
ment, ‘For a democratic and effective 
Socialist Alliance’. Whatever the out¬ 
come of the conference, the platform 
around this statement must fight to fur¬ 
ther our unity and our democracy. If we 
are lumbered with remnants of federal 
ineffectiveness, or blessed with the 
SWP’s reserve powers, we must con¬ 
tinue to struggle for a higher, more demo¬ 
cratic form of organisation. If we are left 
without a paper, we must set about the 
task ourselves - albeit as a Socialist Alli¬ 
ance minority. 

It is unfortunate, to say the least, that 
since the June 7 general election, the lead¬ 
ing element in the Socialist Alliance has 
put the whole project on the back burner. 
This became even more apparent with the 


imperialist war on Afghanistan. The 
SWP priortised the Stop the War Coali¬ 
tion, operating exclusively as the SWP, 
and virtually ignored the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance. As SA executive member John 
Nicholson rightly says, “We must go 
further, extending the range of Socialist 
Alliance activity so that it incorporates 
all other struggles. Resisting global capi¬ 
talism, supporting those seeking asylum, 
fighting against the intrusion of private 
profit-making and market principles into 
public services, stopping the Nazis wher¬ 
ever and whenever they appear. And not 
just stopping the Bush-Blair wars, but 
positively promoting peace - these are all 
alliance tasks”. 

He goes on: “We are socialists and we 
should never be afraid to say so, openly 
and clearly. We bring socialism closer by 
building alliances as the highest common 
factor of our work, not just the lowest 
common denominator. It is indeed time 
for a united left and it is up to all of us to 
put the Socialist Alliance first and fore¬ 
most in order to achieve this” (Left Turn 
November 2001). 

We need to learn the lesson of the Ips¬ 
wich by-election. A total of 153 votes or 
0.56% of the whole poll. This desperately 
poor result is not fundamentally a prob¬ 
lem with the activists locally. While no 
doubt the SWP has been concentrating 
more on anti-war work, the prime respon¬ 
sibility lies for such a performance with 
our national leadership. Since the gen¬ 
eral election, our profile has been low, our 
momentum has dangerously ebbed. Can 
you blame Ipswich voters for not taking 
us seriously? As the SWP is the domi¬ 
nant faction, it too must take its share of 
the blame. While it treats the Socialist Al¬ 
liance as one of its united fronts (espe¬ 
cially one modelled on old Labour in 
order to contest elections), our ability to 
intervene and build a mass base will be 
frustrated time and time again • 

Marcus Larsen 
SA executive committee 

SA conference 

Saturday December 1 - Logan Hall, Insti¬ 
tute of Education, Bedford Way, London. 
Registration from 10.30am. Starts 11am 
sharp. 


For a democratic and 
effective SA fringe meeting 

After conference assessment ‘What now for the 
Socialist Alliance?’ Speakers: Dave Church, Martin 
Thomas, Jack Conrad. Room 3A, ULU, Malet Str 
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PARTY NOTES 

LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 


Come all 


Some names may have been 
changed 


Engels termed it, must have significance in 
an imperialist country. 

Steve Jones 

Fightback 


ye faithful 


S hould revolutionary-minded priests join a 
Communist Party? Should the ranks of a 
workers’ party be open to muslims, hindus, 
Christians, jews or sikhs who identify themselves 
as communists? 

For us as a group, this is already a concrete 
question. In the past, we have organised people 
who were not simply religious as a matter of 
private conscience, but even a comrade who was 
training to be a priest. Today, we have a number 
of priest-sympathisers orbiting us at varying 
degrees of proximity. 

For example, I took part in a useful debate on 
the future of the Socialist Alliance hosted by 
Feeds Socialist Alliance on Sunday November 25. 
The meeting was well structured and allowed all 
political trends, as well as non-aligned individu¬ 
als, the fullest opportunity - given unavoidable 
time limitations - to present their views. 

The event was relatively well attended, in 
contrast to the generally poor turnout at meetings 
on this theme we have seen elsewhere. Indeed, I 
was assured by one of the other speakers, 
comrade Clive Heemskerk of the Socialist Party, 
that it was the second largest so far with nearly 30 
participants. (Clive has a neat little folder in which 
he is keeping a meticulous record of the running 
total and will - given half a chance - gleefully 
inform any SA meeting of the poor attendance 
nationally.) 

The debate was held in a church and had been 
organised by an activist in the SA - a sympathetic 
Weekly Worker reader with a background in 
communist politics - who is actually the resident 
priest. Given the problems of travel on Sundays, I 
arrived early and found myself sitting through the 
tail end of the morning service. Outside of the 
special occasions that everyone sometimes 
endures (christenings, funerals and marriages) this 
was actually the first religious service I had ever 
attended. 

The ceremony was interesting and included a 


programme, therefore, necessarily includes an 
explanation of the true historical and economic roots 
of the religious fog. Our propaganda necessarily 
includes the propaganda of atheism...” 

But it is stupid to think “religious prejudices 
could be dispelled by purely propaganda 
methods’’. In truth, “unity in [the] really revolu¬ 
tionary struggle of the oppressed class for the 
creation of a paradise on earth is more important 
to us than unity of proletarian opinion on 
paradise in heaven”. This is precisely why “we do 
not and should not set forth our atheism in our 
programme; that is why we do not and should not 
prohibit proletarians who still retain vestiges of 
their old prejudices from associating themselves 
with our party" (VI Fenin CW Vol 10, Moscow 
1977,pp83-87). 

Lenin poses the problem very starkly when he 
then asks - what if a priest applied to join? “If a 
priest comes to us to take part in our common 
political work and conscientiously performs party 
duties, without opposing the programme of the 
party, he may be allowed to join ... for the 
contradiction between the spirit and principles of 
our programme and the religious convictions of 
the priest would in such circumstances be 
something that concerned him alone, his own 
private contradiction ...” 

Crucially he adds: “A political organisation 
cannot put its members through an examination to 
see if there is no contradiction between their 
views and the party programme” (my emphasis - 
MF). In other words, the criterion for membership 
of a genuine combat party of the class is accept¬ 
ance of the party programme, not agreement with 
its every dot and comma. 

This profound observation has obvious 
relevance to the state of the revolutionary 
movement today, still cursed as it is with a 
plethora of ideologically-based sects whose 
membership criteria stipulate ‘agreement’ with 
this or that revealed truth or shibboleth. Tomor- 


Bourgeois workers 

In Weekly Worker (November 15) you attack 
Fightback on two issues: the question of 
September 11 and the ‘superprofits’ thesis. 

You appear to be obsessed with getting 
everyone on the left to ‘condemn’ the attacks 
on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon 
on September 11 of this year. You claim to find 
it “nauseating” that the communist newslet¬ 
ter Fightback argues that: “We do not mourn, 
but welcome the death of any workers at the 
Pentagon or any bankers at the World Trade 
Center; they have killed many times over in 
their careers.” The essential difference be¬ 
tween Fightback and yourselves is that the 
former has a Marxist, class-based, rather than 
a humanitarian, analysis. 

Who, exactly, were these ‘ordinary people’ 
who were killed on September 11? The per¬ 
sonnel in the Pentagon there can surely be 
no argument about from a Marxist viewpoint. 
These people were working for the direct re¬ 
pressive apparatus of the state. As Fightback 
points out, the job of those personnel in the 
WTC - the bankers, stockbrokers and com¬ 
modity traders - was to rob some of the poor¬ 
est people in the world. The people you are 
getting so worked up about worked at some 
of the most ‘prestigious’, parasitic and vicious 
institutions on the face of this planet. In these 
firms would have been working some of the 
most highly paid employees and partners in 
the world. 

Of course, there would also have been care¬ 
takers and cleaners and these are the people 
we should empathise with, as indeed Fight¬ 
back does: “Those cleaners, cooks and tech¬ 
nicians who died were a tragic loss in a war 
which sees many millions of ordinary, inno¬ 
cent people die every year.” It is only the po¬ 
lemical excess of the Weekly Worker which 
could translate this into saying that Fightback 
regards such workers as “collateral damage”. 
What next: will we be hearing that policemen 
and the army are ‘workers in unifonn’? 

Whilst [we] may have absolutely nothing 
in common politically with the skyjackers, any 
genuine communist will support the right of 
representatives of the oppressed masses to 
carry out military attacks against imperialist 


Ipswich lesson 

Alas, regardless of all the dedication and hard 
work put in by Socialist Alliance supporters 
prior to the Ipswich by-election, the 152 votes 
secured was worse titan disappointing: it was 
pathetic. There was no Scargillite candidate 
this time to use as an excuse for splitting the 
hard-core socialist vote, although it is possi¬ 
ble, some will say, the Green Party had the 
same effect. 

Rob Hoveman, in an email to the troops, 
admitted the result was disappointing but 
went on to state: “This was a peculiar elec¬ 
tion. All the minor parties got relatively low 
votes.” Surely you should start looking at 
why you were almost last - the only candi¬ 
date below Pete Leech was Nicholas Winskill 
of the English Independence Patty, who man¬ 
aged just 84 votes. Could one of the reasons 
be that many local SAs have been allowed 
to wither since the general election? 

Comrade Hoveman’s email went on to say: 
“I’m no psephologist, but clearly the anti-war 
feeling is not converting into votes at the 
moment.” This may surprise our SWP com¬ 
rade, but it should not surprise anyone in the 
real world. Joe Public is not going to msh out 
and vote for the Socialist Alliance, having 
seen their placards alongside other groups 
that not only refuse to condemn the atroci¬ 
ties committed on September 11, but actually 
support the reactionary Taliban. 

So what did these other minor parties of¬ 
fer? What were their respective messages 
that were more appealing than yours? 

1,236 citizens voted for the Legalise Can¬ 
nabis Alliance, a single-issue group whose 
aim is self-explanatory. The Green Party man¬ 
aged to poll 255 votes, on a platform of sup¬ 
porting local small businesses and stopping 
big developers. Don’t laugh - their candidates 
message brought him over 100 votes more 
than the SA. Jonathan Wright MBE stood 
as the UK Independence Party candidate and 
polled 276 votes. Besides his obvious anti- 
EU and ‘Keep the pound forever’ platform, 
he also promised to give pensioners a better 
deal. The biggest vote winner of the minor 
parties was the Christian Peoples Alliance 
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McDonald's analysis of the RCN split ( Weekly 
Worker November 22). Although Sarah will¬ 
ingly concedes that the RCN did not operate 
as the RCN in England, she refuses to recog¬ 
nise the significance of this fact. Sarah appar¬ 
ently cannot understand why Allan 
Armstrong, Mary Ward et al did not rejoice at 
the fact that leading RCN members in England 
punch so much above their weight - mostly 
thanks to the role of the Weekly Worker. 

I have a problem with this argument, one I 
have come across from other CPGB members. 
I find this justification for a lack of an organ¬ 
ised presence of the RCN in the SA utterly 
unpersuasive. How on earth can the CPGB 
denounce both the SWP and SPEW for by¬ 
passing their SA comrades whenever it suits 
them, while demanding its rights as RCN mem¬ 
bers but refusing to recognise any of the re¬ 
sponsibilities that ought to come with these 
rights? 

Does my agreeing with the RCN majority 
in Scotland on this point mean I am justifying 
the nationalist split? No. I reject the split for 
two reasons. Firstly, membership criteria were 
established on the basis of a financial contri¬ 
bution and alleged agreement with a list of ill- 
defined set of slogans whose meaning was 
never adequately explained. If Allan Arm¬ 
strong, Nick Clarke, etc, had no problem with 
this set of membership criteria, then they had 
no right to split the organisation along nation¬ 
alist lines. 

Secondly, I for one am very pleased that the 
CPGB majority of the RCN in England has 
never intervened in the SA under the banner 
of the RCN. If Dave Craig and his RDG com¬ 
rades were prepared to accept majority votes 
in the RCN, then there could be no problem. 
But they reject this centralist approach. Fur¬ 
thermore, given then stated intention of reduc¬ 
ing the S A in England to a federalist nightmare 
(an RCN writ large), the CPGB had no choice 
but to go its own way. Unless the RDG is pre¬ 
pared to leave behind its infantile attachment 
to ultra-federalism, the CPGB in England as 
well as Scotland should seek out new allies. 

In the SA, few are so stupid as to demand 
political representation for every self-ap¬ 
pointed political group of three members or 
less. But Dave has gone out petitioning some 
of them. He does not just want political repre¬ 
sentation on the SA executive for the Inter¬ 
national Socialist Group, but also for its near 
namesake, the International Socialist League. 
The fact that the former has a history, an im¬ 
portant international organisation with some 
influence in a few key trade unions and a regu¬ 
lar press, while the other has a much lower 
profile is irrelevant from his point of view. 

Unfortunately, things get worse. While 
Dave has just witnessed his pet project col¬ 
lapse along its single geographical fault line, 
he advocates federal rights for Leeds, Wal¬ 
sall, Leicester and Merseyside. Presumably, 
every SA branch in England should be free 
to do its own thing in defiance of central deci¬ 
sion-making processes But it is clear from the 
names of the local organisations cited by Dave 
that he wants an executive that is effectively 
paralysed by full voting representatives not 
just from every town in England, but from as 
many minority political factions as can be 
vomited into existence by each local SA 
branch. 

No one denies that there has to be a con¬ 
siderable degree of autonomy for local 
branches to exercise initiative. No one wants 
the SA centre to impose a heavy hand in the 
formation of local policies, which ought to be 
drawn up by those most familial' with the prob¬ 
lems on the ground. But the democratic fed¬ 
eralist remedy is no better than the disease it 
is meant to cure. 

Although Peter Taaffe’s proposals are not 
a solution, the ball and chain that are his fed¬ 
eralist paralysis is simply the price the SA has 
to pay for the SWP’s rampant control freakery. 
We have to recognise that there is no way we 
can solve either one of these problems with¬ 
out tackling the other. Only the CPGB propos¬ 
als do that. If the SWP can be persuaded to 
embrace these proposals then the Taaffe wing 
of the SP might still stage a walkout and 
threaten to stand candidates against us. But 
the best elements of their organisation will not 
walk with them. 

The SSP will not trade in the professional 
outfit that has been built up these last few 
years for an all-Britain party based on a “demo¬ 
cratic federalist” nightmare constitution. 
Transforming the SA into a professional. 


democratic and effective organisation is a pre¬ 
requisite for making SSP members even be¬ 
gin to consider the possibility of voluntarily 
uniting socialists from both sides of the bor¬ 
der into an all-Britain working class party. 
Tom Delargy 
Paisley 

Denmark vote 

For those comrades who propose that social¬ 
ists should vote ‘no’ to any referendum on 
the euro in the UK, the results of last week’s 
Danish elections should give them pause for 
thought. 

At the time of Denmark’s referendum, the 
size of the ‘no’ vote was trumpeted as a great 
success by comrades in the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party and the International Socialist Group, 
as well as by the British readers of the Morn¬ 
ing Stars Communist Party of Britain. 

However, it was fundamentally a chauvin¬ 
ist and isolationist vote - despite support from 
various left and green quarters. Far from her¬ 
alding a period where the working class is set 
to make gains, it helped create an inward-look¬ 
ing climate that led to victory for the right in 
the recent elections. The main campaign is¬ 
sue in Denmark was immigration. The xeno¬ 
phobic and chauvinist climate that led to a 
growth in anti-immigrant sentiment could only 
have been fuelled by the victory of the ‘no’ 
forces in the recent referendum. 

Comrades should think again. We need to 
defend the current policy of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance. No support for the euro, but no defence 
of the pound. We must organise an active 
boycott whenever Blah' and Brown decide to 
let the British people have a say on the na¬ 
tional currency. 

Martin Blum 
South London 

PFA strike 

A deal was struck over the weekend averting 
a strike by the Professional Footballers As¬ 
sociation. It means that they will receive £175 
million over the next 10 years. 

Seeing the likes of David Beckham taking 
industrial action for more money would have 
been bizarre (I hardly think he needs to take 
that sort of action to secure his financial fu¬ 
ture). But it goes deeper than that: it is the lower 
league players that need these sorts of assur¬ 
ances, and ironically it would have been the 
lower league clubs that would have suffered 
most from the industrial action if it had come 
to that - some would have been crippled. 

It would have been interesting to see what 
would have happened if the strike had gone 
ahead, in view of the anti-trade union laws. 
We have already seen threats to take out a 
high court injunction to stop the action go¬ 
ing ahead. Claims have been made that the 
action would have been illegal because it was 
not a dispute between players and their em¬ 
ployers. 

While the PFA is hardly a trade union - one 
club chairman commented: “I can’t think of 
another union with only a couple of thousand 
members where the union leader is on a sal¬ 
ary of nearly £500.000, and members only pay 
just £70 a year” - their dispute provides us with 
another reason why trade unionists must fight 


to repeal the anti-trade union laws. They make 
it virtually impossible for unions to conduct 
indusU'ial action without those you are bal¬ 
loting against going to court to stop the ac¬ 
tion going ahead. 

Derek Goodliffe 
Peterborough 

Language barriers 

I was interested to read Alberto Fernandez’s 
lecture on ‘Socialism and Esperanto’ (Weekly 
Worker November 22). 

I am afraid that comrade Fernandez is sim¬ 
ply repeating some received knowledge about 
the sins of Stalin. He should read Stalin’s 1951 
pamphlet. On Marxism in linguistics, which 
stands up for national languages. Leonid 
Brezhnev, who appears to be enjoying a come¬ 
back these days, did, however, invent a new 
nation, the Soviet people - all speaking Rus¬ 
sian. This, naturally, antagonised non-Rus¬ 
sians. 

Different languages represent different 
‘windows on the world’. They have different 
idioms. They are not just means of communi¬ 
cation, but means of thought. Therefore, the 
more languages, the greater the cultural diver¬ 
sity which is to the advantage of humankind 
in general. 

A common, neutral, simple, constructed in¬ 
ternational language such as Esperanto would 
be the ideal complement to the various differ¬ 
ent languages, many of which have perished 
or are endangered. Esperanto is much easier 
to learn than English, French, Spanish, Rus¬ 
sian or Chinese. The question is, where is the 
push for Esperanto to come from? 

Having said that, I do not think that com¬ 
munists need to be afraid of minority interests. 
The world is made up of minorities of one sort 
or another. A communist who is only a com¬ 
munist is not a communist. 

Ivor Kenna 
London 

Two questions 

I have two major questions to the CPGB. 

Firstly, do you really think that communists 
should formulate their positions according to 
their ability to put them into practice now in¬ 
stead of formulating them according to what 
they would do if they had the means? Would 
not the first way imply that they keep their 
mouth shut about all major issues, since it is 
obvious that they are not in a position today 
to meaningfully influence anything? 

Secondly, while it is undoubtedly true that 
we should welcome the demise of the Taliban 
- but not at the hands of imperialism - what 
would be your concrete position if you could 
give material (military) support? Would you 
shoot at both the imperialist forces attacking 
Afghanistan and those who resist or would 
you chose a tactical approach? If so, who 
would you chose as the main enemy? 

Your position seems to be one of total neu¬ 
trality, which as a theoretical position looks 
pretty comfortable, but I feel that this would 
not work unless you were strong enough to 
successfully wage a war on two fronts at the 
same time. 

A Holberg 
email 


Fighting fund 


Prudence 


Gordon Brown, delivering his pre¬ 
budget report, provided little hope of 
any early festive cheer for workers. It 
was presented as ‘tax and spend’ by the 
Tory press. However, it also contained 
the greatest extension of means-testing 
in welfare state history. 

While Brown’s ‘war chest’ is empty, 
ours, while not overflowing, is filling up 
nicely. Our readers thankfully do not 
adopt Brown’s ‘prudent’ attitude. Spe¬ 
cial mention must this week be made to 
the donation of £15 given in memory of 
comrade Ray Gibbon, who “retained an 
intense active interest in the politics of 


class to the day he died”. 

This, along with other donations, 
nudged us just over our monthly £450 
target. Thanks also to comrades GO and 
HG, who weighed in with £25 apiece, RT 
(£20), TH (£20), GJ (£15), HG (£10), TP 
(£10) - with PM’s £5 taking us over the 
target to £455. We thus end our month 
in the black. Now let’s ensure there is no 
slackening off over the holiday 
season! • 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, or send 
cheques, payable to Weekly Worker 




CPGB London seminars 

Sunday December 2 - No seminar: CPGB day school. 

Sunday December 9 - ‘The challenge of militancy 1910-14’, us¬ 
ing Ralph Milliband’s parliamentary socialism as a study 
guide. 

CPGB day school 

Sunday December 2,1 lam - 5 pm, University of London Union, 
Room 3A, Malet Street, London. Nearest tubes: Goodge Street 
or Russell Square. 

Session One (11am - 1.30pm): ‘The Socialist Alliance and the 
anti-war movement’ - Mike Marqusee (SA executive), Nick 
Wrack (SA executive), Mark Fischer (CPGB). 

Session Two (2.30pm - 5.00pm): ‘Reactionary anti-capitalism. 
What is islamic fundamentalism?’ Speakers from Organisation 
of Revolutionary Workers of Iran, Worker-communist Party of 
Iraq, Clive Bradley (AWL), John Bridge (CPGB). 

Stop the War Coalition 

Week of action: Monday December 3 to Monday December 10, 
including teach-in, Sunday December 9, City University, Lon¬ 
don. Further details to follow. 

Demonstration: Coalition delegation at the EU summit demo, 
Brussels, Thursday-Friday December 13-14. 

Just Peace dinner. Muslims for Justice dinner, Friday Novem¬ 
ber 30, 6.30pm, Ar Rum restaurant, 44 Clerkenwell Road, Lon¬ 
don. £12. All STWC supporters welcome. Contact Hinna 
Saleemi: 07961 384148; justpeace-uk@yahoo.co.uk 
For more information, to make a donation or to help in the STWC 
office, call Ben on 07951235915, or email office@ stopwar.org.uk 

Defend asylum-seekers 

Justice Alert: Sunday December 2, 2pm, Yarl’s Wood Deten¬ 
tion Centre, Twinwoods Road. Clapham. Bedfordshire. Leaflet 
Bedford shopping precinct (near Marks and Spencers) 3.30pm. 
www.stoparbitrarydetentionsatyarlswood.co.uk 
Candlelit vigil: Thursday December 6, 6pm - 7.30pm. St Mar- 
tin-in-the-Fields, Trafalgar Square. 
ourworld.compuserve.com/homepages/aa_r 
Greetings cards: To view and for ordering details: 
www.ncadc.org.uk/letters/news24/card.html 

Public services 

Conference called by Ken Livingstone to discuss the future of 
the public services, Saturday December 1. 10am - 5pm, Busi¬ 
ness Design Centre, Upper Street, Islington Nl, For more infor¬ 
mation see www.london.gov.uk 

Campaign Group 

Network of Socialist Campaign Groups AGM: Saturday Decem¬ 
ber 1,10.30am - 5pm, Swarthmore Education Centre, Ixeds. 

Defend public services 

Irebby of parliament and rally, Tuesday December 4,12.30pm - 
3pm, Central Hall, Westminster. Supported by Unison and TUC. 

No privatisation 

Defend elderly care homes. 

Lobby: Stockton council, Wednesday December 6, 3pm, 
Stockton town hall, for further details 
phone 07904 24483 or email redloiTy30s@hotmail.com 
Public meeting: Wednesday December 12, 7pm, Richard Hind 
centre, Yarm Road, Stockton-on-Tees. Speakers: John 
O’Mahoney (PCS), Philip Johnson (Stockton Unison), Ian 
Elcoate (secretary, Middlesbrough Trades Council, Teeside SA). 
Organised by Unions Fightback. 

Hands off asylum-seekers 

Candlelit vigil called by London Assembly Against Racism, 6pm 
- 7.30pm, on the steps of St Martin in-the-Fields, Trafalgar 
Square. 

Glasgow Marxist Forum 

‘Socialism and democracy’: 7.30pm, December 6, Paitick Burgh 
Hall. Speaker: Matt Jones. All welcome. 

CPGB North East 

Regional meeting for CPGB members and supporters and in¬ 
vited Weekly Worker readers in the North East and North York¬ 
shire: Sunday December 9, 2pm - 5pm, St Mary’s Centre, 82-90 
Corporation Road, Middlesborough. A representative of the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty has also been invited. 
Provisional agenda: ‘The Socialist Alliance after the conference’; 
‘Building our politics in the North’; cooperation with the AWL; 
finance. 

Anti-terror laws 

Public meeting - Oppose Blunkett’s new laws. Tuesday Decem¬ 
ber 11,7pm, Friends Meeting House, Euston Road, NW1. Speak¬ 
ers: Ted Knight, (MSF London region, personal capacity); 
Stephanie Harrison (Haldane Society of Socialist Lawyers). 
Sponsored by the Charter for Basic Democratic Rights. 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Party and 
the struggle for communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group write to: PO 
Box 6773, Dundee DD11YL. 






November29 2001 Weekly Worker 410 



e_’ Self-determination 


Sectarian 

shadow 


for Gibraltarians 


T he November 24 founding conference of the Socialist Party- 
inspired broad lefts' anti-privatisation campaign took place 
in the same building and at the same time as the No Sweat anti¬ 
sweatshops conference, at which Indonesian activist Dita Sari 
was speaking. Dita Sari and her comrades have had to deal with 
terrible state repression. Dita has been jailed. It has often been 
a struggle just to operate at all. 

In the absence of this level of difficulty in our work, the Brit¬ 
ish left seems intent on creating problems of its own. So it was 
at Saturday’s anti-privatisation event. The left and the labour 
movement are littered with multiple campaigns on the same is¬ 
sue, often doing pretty much the same work. This is ridiculous. 
It sets back the struggle, as efforts are divided, and it loses us 
support in the broader movement when we look like we are com¬ 
peting needlessly. 

It is unfortunate that there have been two anti-privatisation 
conferences/campaign launches within a few weeks of one an¬ 
other. The organisers of Unions Fightback did our best to stop 
this happening, but could not get the SP to agree a joint date. 
At Unions Fightback, we unanimously agreed to appeal to the 
November 24 conference for a united conference early in the 
new year to create one, united campaign. 

People who subsequently added their name to that unity ap¬ 
peal included London Unison convenor Geoff Martin, secre¬ 
tary of the PCS branch for the Brent Jobcentre, plus striker Chris 
Ford (the strikers have now been all out for over 12 weeks), and 
a host of other people from across the unions. In other words, 
the obvious, uncontentious, essential need for a united cam¬ 
paign was immediately recognised within the labour movement 
itself. Mark Serwotka, general secretary-elect of the PCS, who 
was speaking in a personal capacity, ended his speech to Sat¬ 
urday’s conference by calling for unity with Unions Fightback. 

The organisers of the SP event, however - and it was very 
much an SP event: there were about 70 people there and the 
vast majority of them were SP members - refused to take a vote 
on the unity appeal. Indeed, the conference ended with the rather 
farcical situation that - despite having distributed voting cards 
to everyone who registered - there was not even a vote on the 
founding statement, to avoid having to vote down the unity 
appeal in public. The message was crystal clear: the Socialist 
Party wants its own, SP-dominated campaign. This is a sorry 
state of affairs. 

So what now? The conference was sponsored by various 
public sector broad lefts, although obviously not that actively 
(at least two of them held their own, different meetings on the 
same day). The SP said they would take the unity appeal back 
to the individual broad lefts for discussion. We need to ensure 
that happens. People need to be arguing strongly within their 
own union lefts for a joint campaign if possible and certainly 
maximum unity around activity. The conference statement calls 
for a “liaison committee” of three delegates from each broad 
left. We should seek to get unity-minded people delegated. 

We also need to get on with the business of building Unions 
Fightback. The campaign will continue to seek maximum unity 
with the SP-inspired campaign and all other anti-privatisation 
initiatives. It is just a shame that we will, despite our best efforts, 
not be able to put a truly united face to the labour movement. 
The blame for that lays squarely at the door of the Socialist Party. 
It would appear that its industrial leadership has learnt very lit¬ 
tle from the debacle that was their behaviour in the PCS general 
secretary election. 

Sectarianism is not just about multiple campaigns of course. 
Bill Jeannes, writing in last week’s Weekly Worker, is wrong to 
suggest that the setting up of an anti-privatisation campaign 
should have been done through the Socialist Alliance (Novem¬ 
ber 22). If Bill thinks the way to maximise a fightback against pri¬ 
vatisation in the unions is by nanowing the base of the campaign 
only to those who support the SA, he has got either a somewhat 
exaggerated estimate of the weight of the SA or a sectarian con¬ 
ception of how socialists should operate in the unions. 

SA supporters should be central to initiatives like Unions 
Fightback and, more importantly, to actual struggle, but we 
should seek the broadest support in the movement we can get 
on the basis not of how leftwing people claim to be, but on the 
basis of class: anyone who wants to fight back should be wel¬ 
comed, and the debate about how they vote can come during 
that work, not as a precondition to it • 

Alan McArthur 

• Unions Fightback was established at a 
conference on November 3 as a labour movement 
campaign against privatisation. For a speaker, or 
for affiliation or other details call 07944 960103 or 
email unionsfightback@yahoo.com. 

You can read the campaign’s founding statement at 
www.unionsfightback.org.uk, or see Weekly Worker 
(October 11). 


W orkers of the world have no coun¬ 
try. This statement by Marx and En¬ 
gels in the Communist manifesto is 
the starting point of our politics. We commu¬ 
nists anticipate, and actively struggle for, a truly 
global world-system which is classless, na¬ 
tionless and stateless. 

To achieve this communists support the 
right of nations and certain historically con¬ 
stituted peoples to self-determination - which 
does not mean of course that we recognise or 
defend the right of oppressors to oppress, or 
of nations to subjugate other nations or na¬ 
tionalities. No, as communists we favour the 
voluntary - ie, democratic - assimilation and 
merging of all the peoples of the world. 

Last week the future destiny and fate of Gi¬ 
braltar was discussed ... behind the backs of 
the 30,000 Gibraltarian people. Originating 
from a cosmopolitan mixture of Maltese, 
Genoese, Sephardic jews, Spanish and many 
a Royal Navy tar on shore leave - the Gibral¬ 
tarians were effectively locked out of the talks 
held by the British and Spanish governments. 
Jack Straw and his Spanish counterpart, Josep 
Pique, imperiously announced that ‘the Gibral¬ 
tar problem’ must be resolved by September 
2002 . 

Their meeting was part of the ‘Brussels 
process’ initiated by the Conservative gov¬ 
ernment in 1984, but which eventually ran 
aground in 1997 over Spanish proposals to 
share sovereignty of Gibraltar with Britain for 
a 50-year period and then afterwards make the 
territory wholly Spanish. The talks were re¬ 
vived when Straw took up his present post in 
June. 

Straw and Pique issued a joint statement - 
the negotiations were making “good 
progress” and both sides had agreed “to con¬ 
clude a comprehensive agreement by the 
summer of next year”. However, Pique has 
been adamant that Spain would not yield to 
the Gibraltarian demand for self-determina¬ 
tion. 

Clearly, the cosy negotiations between the 
British and Spanish governments are a trav¬ 
esty of democracy. Where were the actual 
views of the Gibraltarians? The chief minister 
of Gibraltar, Peter Caruana, was not granted 
any independent voice at the negotiations - 
he was meant just to passively await what¬ 
ever deal the respective governments cooked 
up between them. Unsurprisingly then, 
Caruana decided to protest against the talks, 
stating that the idea of the “co-sovereignty” 
of Spain and Britain over Gibraltar would be 
“democratically obscene” and pointed out 
that under the 1969 constitution, any change 
of sovereignty would have to be submitted 
to a referendum in the colony. 

Caruana’s views are widely shared by the 
Gibraltarian people. There were demonstra¬ 
tions outside the House of Assembly in Gi¬ 
braltar, with banners reading, “British Gibraltar 
- not for sale”. Interviewed in The Observer, 
one of the demonstrators, the 78-year-old 
Emilio Peire - while wrapped in the union jack 
- muttered darkly about Tony Blair’s “be¬ 
trayal”, and insisted: “We are not Spanish. I 
was with the Royal Artillery’s 175 anti-aircraft 



Gibraltar’s democratic rights must not be 
I left in the hands of nationalists 


unit. Mr Blair has entered negotiations for the 
transfer of sovereignty to Spain against our 
wishes” (November 25). Peire’s family arrived 
from Genoa in the 18th century. 

The last referendum on the matter to be held 
in Gibraltar was in 1967 - with 12,138 (99.64%) 
voting to remain linked to Britain (44 opted for 
Spain). There is not much doubt that any ref¬ 
erendum today would yield a similar result - 
so Pique's insistence that Spain will never give 
up its claim must sound ominous to the Gibral¬ 
tarian people. This suspicion can only be 
amplified by the fact that Spain is taking over 
die European Union presidency next year, so 
Gibraltar has the potential to become a sore 
subject that could ‘inconvenience’ UK-Span- 
ish relations. The Daily Telegraph was not 
being inaccurate when it commented: “In 
short, the Rock is to Whitehall a pimple on 
Spain’s bottom, to borrow a phrase used pre¬ 
viously to describe colonial Hong Kong. 
What the government appears to have in mind 
is sharing sovereignty with Madrid in return 
for the lifting of unjustified Spanish restrictions 
on border crossings, air traffic and telecom¬ 
munications” (November 21). 

This appears to be what is happening. As 
an obvious olive branch - or bribe - to Gibral¬ 
tar, Spain agreed to triple the telephone num¬ 
bers available to Gibraltar, increasing the total 
from 30.000 to 100,000. and to improve Gibral¬ 
tarian access to Spanish healthcare. But Spain 
continues its low-level harassment of the 
Gibraltarian people. Madrid withholds Gibral¬ 
tar’s own telephone codes and puts restric¬ 
tions on mobile phone coverage - it has tried 
to stop the Gibraltarians joining the European 
football body, Uefa, and it even disrupted a 
recent Gibraltarian dog show. Such actions are 
as petty as they are hypocritical - Spain shows 
absolutely no inclination to withdraw from its 
enclaves in North Africa, Ceuta and Melilla, 
both of which are claimed by Morocco. 

Naturally, the Gibraltarians want a settlement 
which would end border delays, telephone re¬ 
strictions, airport disputes, etc. However, as 
one Gibraltarian government spokesman put 
it, “We do not feel that we should have to sell 
off our sovereignty to obtain freedoms, winch 
are surely rights.” 

Gibraltar raises basic democratic questions. 
Why should the Gibraltarians be forced to 
become Spanish, any more than the Falkland 
Islanders should have been forced to become 
Argentinians. Who would be oppressed by 
the exercise of their right to self-determination? 

Yes, of course, communists are aware of the 
history of Gibraltar, which was grabbed by 
British colonialism in the early 18th century. 
Following its defeat at the hands of an Anglo- 
Dutch fleet in 1704, Spain handed over Gibral¬ 
tar to Britain under the Treaty of Utrecht in 
1713, which stated that, if Britain relinquished 
the colony, it would automatically be ceded 
to Spain. The 1713 settlement also ensured 
that British companies had a monopoly on the 
transportation of African slaves to the Span¬ 
ish colonies. 

However, Gibraltarians’ fear of Spain stems 
from their treatment by the Franco dictator¬ 
ship. In | m an attempt to 

rally Spain 
behind 
A him, 
, Franco 
1 ' struck 

an anti- 
imperi- 
a 1 i s t 
pose. 
The main 
enemy for 
the Spanish 
people was 
meant to be 
Britain, not 


their own rulers. To stoke up this fake anti¬ 
imperialism, Franco sealed the border with Gi¬ 
braltar - families were divided and trade 
stopped. Relatives in the Spanish border town 
of La Linea had to shout to their family mem¬ 
bers across no man’s land. Scenes reminiscent 
of East/West Berlin and Greek/Turkish Cy¬ 
prus. 

As a consequence of this, Gibraltar is a self- 
invented tittle outpost of ‘Britishness’ in the 
Mediterranean - helmeted bobbies, bright red 
letter boxes, ploughman’s lunches, fish and 
chips, Dorothy Perkins, etc. Indeed, the 
queen’s birthday remains a public holiday and 
apparently you can buy Watney’s Red Barrel 
in the pubs. For some, as Boris Johnson wrote 
in Tire Daily Telegraph, Gibraltar is “a micro¬ 
cosm of all that is most ghastly in British cul¬ 
ture” - the Rock “is naff’ (November 25). 

True though that may well be, the Gibral¬ 
tarian people should have the right to deter¬ 
mine their own future. If they want to be “naff’ 
or “ghastly”, then that should be their demo¬ 
cratic right. Or do we think that Spanish cul¬ 
ture is somehow innately superior, or more 
civilised, than British-Gibraltarian culture? 

All this raises some fascinating questions. 
How would the left have reacted if Franco's 
Spain had invaded Gibraltar in 1967? Given the 
fact that most left groups have no compunc¬ 
tion about supporting the reactionary ‘anti- 
imperialism’ of Saddam Hussein, Slobadan 
Milosevic. Robert Mugabe, the Taliban, etc, 
you can only harbour the dark suspicion that 
they would have shouted ‘Victory to Spain!’ 
If Leon Trotsky can, “hypothetically”, sup¬ 
port “fascist Brazil” against “democratic Brit¬ 
ain”, and if you can give real support to a 
regime tike the fascist junta of general Galtieri 
and its neo-imperialist occupation of the Falk¬ 
land Islands, then surely backing General 
Franco would be a breeze. After all, he would 
only have been claiming back what was ‘right¬ 
fully’ Spain’s from the clutches of imperialism 
- ie. Great Britain. Indeed, if you are to believe 
current leftist theory, such an action would 
have inspired the oppressed masses of the 
world to take up the ‘anti-imperialist’ mantle. 

Communists are the champions of consist¬ 
ent and extreme democracy. The exact oppo¬ 
site of the view taken by the professional 
humorist and wag (ie, bore), John Farrell, who 
contemptuously wrote in The Guardian: “If 
people want to remain British, I know an ex¬ 
cellent place they could live. It’s called Brit¬ 
ain. Gibraltarians have no more right to 
perpetuate the anachronism of the British 
empire than the descendants of jewish settlers 
in the West Bank should have a right to veto 
a settlement in the Middle East.” Farrell added: 
“The brave way to deal with this problem 
would be to set a definite date for Gibraltar’s 
return to Spain”, suggesting, tike a colonial 
master of old, “How about 2029 - the 200th 
anniversary of the Treaty of Seville, when 
Spain renounced its claims to the Rock after a 
failed invasion?” (November 24). 

You can guarantee that Farrell is not alone 
in subscribing to this anti-democratic, philis¬ 
tine approach to the Gibraltarians. Just take a 
walk to the foreign office, for instance. And 
no doubt many on the left would also concur. 
But what he is doing is ascribing rights to ter¬ 
ritories, not to the people who inhabit them. 

Of course, we want the Gibraltarians to 
throw off all forms of insularity and parochial¬ 
ism. However, this can never happen in a cli¬ 
mate of secrecy and suspicion and 
bureaucratic manoeuvres. It is not the job of 
communists to match people up with their ‘cor¬ 
rect’ state. Identities are constantly made and 
remade. If the Gibraltarians want to retain their 
invented ‘Britishness’, then ultimately it is a 
matter for them - just as it would be if they felt 
the sudden urge to embrace ‘Spanishness’ • 

Eddie Ford 
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DEBATE 

Media monster 


T here is nothing the media - and official 
society - likes better than scandals pur¬ 
porting to involve child sex abuse or 
so-called paedophilia. 

It provides a perfect opportunity to whip 
up all maimer of bigotry and, naturally, reac¬ 
tionary moralists can have a field day target¬ 
ing their favourite enemies - the 
‘promiscuous 60s’, drugs, single mothers, 
feminism, gays and lesbians (ie, ‘perverts’), 
political correctness, video nasties, rock 
music, bearded lefties, etc. Then, of course, 
come along all the ‘solutions’ - bring back 
the birch/hanging, national service, more 
‘family values’, make divorce harder, greater 
role for the church/mosque/synagogue/tem¬ 
ple, and so on and depressingly on. 

Watching the media - especially the tab¬ 
loid end of the market - in full swing is always 
a sickening sight. A near total war is declared 
on rational debate - instead we get hysteria 
upon voyeuristic hysteria (after all, you have 
to sell your papers, don’t you?). Gmesomely, 
the word paedophilia is stretched and man¬ 
gled to cover just about everything from the 
horrific rape of a young child of four to the 
clearly consenting sexual activity of a young 
adult of 14 or 15 years of age. 

Here of course we come across the reac¬ 
tionary agenda promulgated by those who 
hanker for the ‘authoritarian society’ which 
so fires the soul of Daily Mail leader writers 
- that is, to tightly regulate, police and cir¬ 
cumscribe sexual relations and behaviour. 
Sexual repression equals docile citizens, or 
so the theory seems to go. Large sections of 
official society still seem terrified to admit that 
young adults - who, yes, are under the age 
of 16 - can quite willingly consent to sexual 
intercourse (oral, anal or otherwise) with an 
older adult without being the victim of ma¬ 
nipulation and abuse. Any transgressors of 
this sexual-ethical code are liable to public 
immolation. 

To some extent or another, this seems to 
have been the fate which has befallen 
Jonathan King, the multi-millionaire pop im¬ 
presario, who last week was transformed into 
the current public enemy number one - a sort 
of missing link between Osama bin Laden 
and Gary Glitter. In other words, heaven- 
made tabloid fodder. The demonisation of the 
former pop star (real name: Kenneth George 
King) was exemplified by the “Evil lust of pop 
beast King” headline which appeared last 
week in The Sun. 

Yes, by all accounts. King is guilty of be¬ 
ing an unbearably arrogant, ruthless, unsa¬ 
voury, possibly dysfunctional individual - 
and a vulgar Tory to boot (such is bourgeois 
society and its warped values, you could 
say). But seven years in prison on five 
counts of “sexual assault”? To have his name 
placed indefinitely on the sex offenders’ reg¬ 
ister? 

The real question we need to confront is - 
is King “a monster, or simply being 
monstered”, as Charles Shaar Murray in The 
Independent posed it, feeling uneasy about 
“the full weight of orchestrated odium 
against King" (November 23). Carol Sarler of 
The Observer was even harsher: “Guilty, yes, 
but does the sentence spring more from pae¬ 
dophile hysteria, homophobia and the venal¬ 
ity of the ‘victims’ than from the law?” 
(November 25). Communists would add - 
yes, we also have a problem with the law as 
well, especially the irrational age-of-consent 
laws. 

Of course, some of the anti-King animus 
is generated by a delight in watching the 
mighty fall, especially one so widely - and 
quite understandably - disliked. Always the 
supreme egotist and narcissist, in 1965 - at 
the early age of 21 and while still an under¬ 
graduate at Cambridge - King had a top ten 
hit with ‘Everyone’s gone to the moon’. It 
sold 4.5 million copies. The follow-up single, 
‘It’s good news week’, a satire on the music 
of Bob Dylan, did equally as well. So rich, so 
young. 

King also discovered (or at least claimed 
to) and promoted mega-groups like Genesis, 



Jonathan King: vulgar 


10cc and the Bay City Rollers, which obvi¬ 
ously made him a bob or two. He was also 
responsible for - excruciating - best-selling 
songs like ‘UnaPaloma Blanca’, ‘Lick a smurf 
for Christmas’, etc. In total, all the songs 
written, arranged and produced by him sold 
more than 40 million copies. If all that was 
not enough, he ran Decca Records and UK 
Records, produced the wildly successful Die 
Rocky Horror show, and was the presenter 
of the (inexplicably) popular TV shows, En¬ 
tertainment USA and No limits. 

And King was still influencing the charts 
up to this year, when his pastiche of West 
Indian carnival music, ‘Who let the dogs 
out?’, became a big hit for the Baha Men. As 
King said, “Some of them are rubbish. But 
they make people happy and make me 
money.” While we may disagree with the 
“some” bit, it cannot be denied that he had a 
point. 

So, you could say that King is the perfect 
embodiment of capitalist society and its 
profit-driven values and morals. We should 
not forget either his political activities. Be¬ 
tween 1978 and 1979 he unsuccessfully 
stood as a parliamentary candidate for the 
Royalist Party in Epsom, Ewell and Rich¬ 
mond. 

While building up his pop-entertainment- 
media empire, it now transpires that King had 
been busily conducting between 1969 and 
1989 “market research” with up to 20,000 
young adults. It is claimed that part of this 
“research” involved the “sexual assault” of 
27 ‘boys’ - ie, young men mainly between 
the ages of 14-16. The ‘boys’ said they were 
“subjected" to touching, masturbation, oral 
sex, and, in a few instances, buggery, after 
King quizzed them about their sex lives - 
which often involved sexually arousing them 
by showing them photographs of a naked 
woman holding a sign reading, ‘Let’s do it’. 
King also promised to ‘procure’ women for 
the young men. To many this was not an un¬ 
attractive proposal. So they came back - and 
back, sometimes five or six times. Yes, not the 
most wholesome or ideal of human behav¬ 
iour. But assault or rape? 

The actual case against him began with an 
enquiry last year that did not concern King 
at all. Yet in the process two men claimed that 
King had committed acts of indecency as 
long ago as 1969 and 1971. In the end the 
Crown Prosecution Service would not bring 
these claims to court in any form. Neverthe¬ 
less, King was arrested and someone - who? 
- leaked the fact of his arrest to the press. At 
this point, King’s longstanding friend and 
veteran media commentator/analyst, Roy 
Greenslade, ventures the opinion that the 
police were on a “trawling” expedition - and, 
lo and behold, a hefty bunch of “complaints” 
duly materialised. Some were demonstrably 
false and slaughtered on the spot. Sixteen 
eventually went to court and most stumbled 
there - the complainants were discovered to 


have been, for instance, not only willing 
sexual partners but actually over the legal age 
of consent. 

So what was all that about? 

Most of the youths, now in their 30s of 
course, will retain their anonymity but still 
pocket around £10,000 each for their story. 
And the fiscal incentive does not stop there 
- they will also now be in line for a not insub¬ 
stantial sum from the Criminal Injuries Com¬ 
pensation Authority. The individual sums 
involved are based on a tariff, a shopping 
list if you like, which the CICA makes public 
to any who ask - so much for a broken ami, 
so much for a single act of penetrative sex, 
so much for a multiple sequence, etc. 

The case against King seems based on 
essentially uncorroborated acts of two or 
more decades ago - what witnesses? What 
DNA? What forensics? What records? 

King - for all his seediness and venality - 
was not in a position of bureaucratic-state 
authority. This is not a children’s home or the 
boy scouts. King was not in authority, care 
or charge of any of the young adults he ap¬ 
proached. One of them gave evidence to the 
effect that he had not greatly enjoyed the sex 
(hardly a novel human experience), but that 
King gave him £40 - about two weeks’ wages 
then - and he had gone back the following 
week for more. Surely, as Sarler writes, “In 
the real world that’s called hade. Consensual, 
low-rent trade” (The Observer November 25). 

Once again, what is described above is 
hardly a model of how communists think 
sexual relations should be conducted in our 
society of the future - or even in the here and 
now. Yet is it not perverse to let the state 
criminalise such freely entered into transac¬ 
tions? It is not as if we do not live in a soci¬ 
ety where the cash nexus is king of all it 
surveys. 

Another case collapsed when the alleged 
victim, now aged 39, said he had been 16, not 
15, when he had sexual contact with King 
and did not object at the time: “I knew what 
was going to happen - call it consent.” he 
said. Though this in no way diminishes the 
genuine distress the man obviously feels 
now, it does not follow therefore that King 
should be imprisoned (predatory and oppor¬ 
tunist though he appears to have been). 

Another alleged victim, known as R, gave 
a graphic description of the disaster that his 
life had become ‘post-King’ - a rotten, mis¬ 
erable mess of drugs, alcohol and crime, all, 
apparently, due to Jonathan King. Maybe 
true, maybe not. However, Mr R, by all ac¬ 
counts, has for several years been unsuc¬ 
cessfully hawking his story around Fleet 
Street looking for a buyer. Only now, with the 
conviction of King, has his misery taken on 
fiscal value. The guy seems to have a very 
cool head for one so traumatised. Things are 
not necessarily what they seem - irrespec¬ 
tive of the salivating stories the tabloids try 
to feed us. 

Whatever the truth of the King story, it is 
truly incredible that the judge presiding over 
the case, David Paget, while sentencing 
King, actually told him: “It may well be that 
your time in prison will not be easy.” Paget 
seems to be actively inviting the 
brutalisation of King while inside Belmarsh 
prison. 

Inevitably, and crucially, this whole sordid 
episode, raises the question of what attitude 
communists and socialists should take to the 
legal of age of consent - which in the UK cur¬ 
rently stands at 16 for straights and 18 for 
gays. In France the legal age of consent for 
homosexual male sex is 15, in Italy and Por¬ 
tugal it is 14, while in Spain and the Nether¬ 
lands it is 12. In those countries King’s acts 
may well have been perfectly legal. 

Communists call for the abolition of the 
age of consent - alternative legislation is 
needed which does not stigmatise and 
criminalise consenting sexual activity. Addi¬ 
tionally, we fight for the humane and civilised 
treatment of prisoners - sex offenders 
included • 

Danny Hammill 


For a democratic 
and effective 
Socialist Alliance 

With the December 1 conference now upon us, it is essential 
that comrades fully participate in debates and at the early 
evening fringe meeting. Sign more SA supporters up to the plat¬ 
form and ensure that all positive resolutions agreed are imple¬ 
mented to the full. 

“The Socialist Alliance has grown and developed 
through our collective experience of the general elec¬ 
tion. We are now a registered political party and have 
the beginnings of a national profile, national leader¬ 
ship and we have our democratically agreed mani¬ 
festo. To fight for our manifesto (which culminates in 
socialism), we must move beyond our present struc¬ 
tures. We need an effective and therefore demo¬ 
cratic organisation. 

The Socialist Alliance is more than an electoral or¬ 
ganisation. We need to take initiatives in all fields of 
society. 

The Socialist Alliance should neither be bureau¬ 
cratically controlled from above nor limited to an in¬ 
effective non-aggression pact. 

We need democratic unity above and below. The 
SA needs clear central priorities with local autonomy 
and democratic rights for members. 

The Socialist Alliance should strive for maximum 
unity in action through debate at the highest level 
involving a broad, wide-ranging and inclusive discus¬ 
sion. The Socialist Alliance should strive to ensure 
that all significant trends find representation on lead¬ 
ing committees. 

Making the Socialist Alliance an effective weapon 
in the struggle for socialism means that all members 
must enjoy the following rights: 

• freedom of opinion and expression; 

• the right to take part in the formation of Socialist 
Alliance policies; 

• the right to put oneself forward for and to take part 
in the selection of Socialist Alliance candidates; 

• the right to hold officers and representatives of the 
Socialist Alliance to account through democratic 
mechanisms; 

• the right to collectively recall all elected Socialist 
Alliance officers and committees; 

• the right to form distinct temporary or longer-term 
political platforms; 

• the right to read, write for and publicly distribute 
publications; 

• the right to information about Socialist Alliance 
activities; 

• the right to political education and socialist theory 
in the Socialist Alliance.” 

Initial signatories 

Janine Booth (SA candidate, Islington South and Finsbury) 
John Bridge (CPGB representative, SA Liaison Committee) 
Anna Chen (SA press committee) 

Dave Church (SA executive committee) 

Lawrie Coombs (SA candidate, Stockton South) 

Peter Grant (SA candidate, Salford; chair Manchester Picca¬ 
dilly Aslef) 

Marcus Larsen (London SA chair; executive committee) 

Mike Marqusee ( SA executive committee) 

Dave Osier (London SA steering committee) 

Lee Rock (London SA steering committee; London regional 
organiser, PCSU) 

Martin Thomas (SA executive committee) 

Neil Thompson (SA candidate, St Helens South; chair region 
9FBU) 

Nick Wrack (SA executive committee; chair Southwark SA) 

I-1 

I Please add my name to the statement I 

i Name_ . 

| Address_ j 

1 Town/city_Postcode_ I 

. SA branch_ . 

j SA position_ | 

I Signature_Date_ I 

j Return to Marcus Larsen, c/o BCM Box 928, i 

London, WC1N3XX . 

I_I 
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T ime will be a cruel master on Decem- 
ber 1. On the massively over¬ 
crowded agenda there is a rally; a 
batch of points of order and procedural 
motions; half a dozen rival constitutions, 
a complex raft of amendments and alter¬ 
native methods of choosing the execu¬ 
tive; and, topping that, there is the 
question of a Socialist Alliance paper and 
the aim of becoming a party. A tall order 
for a one-day conference. 

Consequently the CAC’s scheduled 
timetable puts limits on opening 
speeches of five minutes, even two min¬ 
utes. Fall behind and the whole tiling is 
in danger of going off the rails and col¬ 
lapsing into complete chaos. An ever 
present danger. 

Workers Power is demagogically argu¬ 
ing for an hour’s debate on the ‘war on 
terrorism’, the Socialist Workers Party is 
determined to see executive elections 
(and, one presumes, hustings) on the 
day and the Socialist Party in England 
and Wales is threatening to “cease par¬ 
ticipating in the SA" if the SWP’s con¬ 
stitution is “forced through” (The 
Socialist November 23). Negotiating our 
way through that maze successfully can 
be done, but there are plenty more diver¬ 
sions and even potential explosions 
waiting to happen. 

It is with these thoughts in mind - and 
in order to bring nearer the transforma¬ 
tion of the Socialist Alliance into a revo¬ 
lutionary party of the working class - that 
we present this guide to December 1. In 
all probability there will be some, perhaps 
many, mistakes for which I apologise in 
advance. They are unintentional. (Need¬ 
less to say, corrections will also need to 
be made to the official conference 
agenda, for which I must take my share 
of the blame.) Nonetheless, given the 
mammoth task represented by December 

I- 

Join the Socialist Alliance 

* I enclose a cheque or postal orderfor£6 (£3 unwaged) 

■ Name_ 

j Address_ 



John Bridge, a 

member of the 
Socialist Alliance 
conference 
arrangements 
committee, goes 
through the ins 
and outs of the 
December 1 
conference and 
gives some 
partisan guidance 


I Town/city_ i 

3 Postcode_Phone_ I 

“ Email_ ■ 

| Return this form to Socialist Alliance, PO Box 121, CoventiyCVl [ 
| 5DA. Cheques and POs payable to Socialist Alliance. I 

I_I 


Conference 


1, even a guide such as this - with all its 
undoubted shortcomings and faults - can 
prove helpful. 

Start 

Conference is to be introduced by Dave 
Nellist - chair of the Socialist Alliance. 
Things should if possible start exactly on 
time - 11am. Every minute lost cuts into 
the time for debate. Contributions - al¬ 
ready frighteningly short - might have to 
be reduced still further. 

Time is not our only problem. There are 
deep political tensions. Eg, comrade Nel¬ 
list is a leading member of SPEW. Whether 
the comrade gives the valedictory speech 
therefore remains to be seen. His organi¬ 
sation may well decide on a walkout. We 
shall see. Either way, a preliminary item of 
business must be heard: the first report 
of the CAC, the conference arrangements 
committee. Formal agreement is needed 
for the agenda and standing orders. That 
done, we can begin. 

Procedural motions 

The first procedural hurdle that has to be 
jumped is Michael Wagstaff’s motion. 
The comrade argues that the decisions 
of the conference should be “non-bind¬ 
ing” because of a “failure to adhere to 
proper democratic procedures”. He says 
that the Socialist Alliance needs a news¬ 
letter or paper which can provide a “fo¬ 
rum” for discussion. 

Of course, many agree about the ne¬ 
cessity of a paper. Without one, debate 
has been - he is right - stunted and rather 
listless. But comrade Wagstaff’s motion 
does not take forward the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance. It would derail it. Virtually the whole 
agenda would fall and an early, disastrous, 
finish would then be certain. Vote against 
his motion. 

Next comes an executive motion that 
“enables” it to act as a “technical draft¬ 
ing commission”. Here the commas, hy¬ 
phens, capital letters, etc, or lack of them, 
that can legally hang us in the bourgeois 
courts, can be inserted or deleted. Obvi¬ 
ously the motion must be passed. 

The second motion from the executive 
is more controversial. Indeed the last ex¬ 
ecutive meeting found itself divided over 
whether or not this conference will also 
function as our annual general meeting. 
What is at issue? The answer is quite sim¬ 
ple. An AGM can elect a new executive/ 
leadership of the Socialist Alliance. 

Normally there would be no problem 
here. However, given that what we have 
before us on December 1 is a conference 
which is designed to radically overhaul 
the sUuctures of the Socialist Alliance, 
including the powers of the executive, its 
relationship to branches and individual 
members and the method of electing the 
executive, matters are far from straightfor¬ 
ward. 

After all, one proposed method of elect¬ 
ing the executive demands that nomina¬ 
tions are submitted a full month in 
advance. Impossible. Another includes 
electing executive members from mem¬ 
bers’ platforms which at present do not 
exist. Difficult. Nor has the CPGB’s call for 
the CAC or the current executive to act 
as an election preparation committee 
been taken up. Short-sighted. 

Consequently mayhem threatens or at 
the very least our executive will lack the 
legitimacy needed to function as an au¬ 
thoritative centre. Call a membership/del¬ 
egate conference in the spring of 2002. It 
can also get to grips with our local elec¬ 
tion manifesto and campaign, etc. 

So, yes, unfortunately, this executive 
motion should be opposed. If it is passed 
the executive election could just about 
proceed without disaster striking - if there 


is a spirit of give and take on all sides. 
Especially from the SWP - the dominant 
faction. Thankfully at this present mo¬ 
ment in time the smoke signals coming 
from the SWP are positive. 

Probably there is to be a series of hud¬ 
dled negotiations sponsored by the CAC 
to facilitate drawing up a common slate. 
In other words there is to be an unoffi¬ 
cial, unaccountable and untransparent 
election preparation committee. Better 
that than nothing. The CPGB for its part 
has drawn up a draft slate in case the 
conference is to be our AGM. It has been 
e-mailed to our allies in the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance - not only the principal supporting 
organisations, but nominated individu¬ 
als too. Together let us strive for the maxi¬ 
mum unity and the maximum 
effectiveness. 

The Workers Power motion on the US/ 
UK war on Afghanistan is superficially 
attractive. But it actually lacks serious¬ 
ness. An hour’s debate on the SWP, 
CPGB, AWL, Workers Power and SPEW 
motions submitted to the last Liaison 
Committee is not enough. And, with the 
Socialist Alliance in its present state of 
disorganisation, the absence of a politi¬ 
cal paper, etc, any resolution passed 
would merely be an empty gesture. 
Hence, despite the seductive rhetoric that 
will come from the Ups of Workers Power 
comrades, the motion ought to be re¬ 
jected. 

Rally 

Not to have formally recognised the 
overarching importance of the ‘war on 
terrorism’ would have been unforgivable. 
That is why it is quite right to launch con¬ 
ference with a couple of rallying speeches 
which can put the subsequent proceed¬ 
ings into the context of the challenges 
we face. Moreover in my view the ‘war 
on terrorism’ has thoroughly exposed all 
the many weaknesses of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance: eg, the lack of programmatic and 
political debate, our inability to lead with¬ 
out a weekly political paper. The war has 
especially exposed the wrong¬ 
headedness of treating the Socialist Al¬ 
liance as an SWP on-off united front. In 
the main the Socialist Alliance has been 
off for the duration. 

Apart from comrade Nellist’s own re¬ 
marks no one is quite sure who else will 
speak. As I tap out these lines on my 
word processor, the CAC does not know 
whether or not Tariq Ah or Jeremy Corbyn 
have agreed, or exactly who will replace 
them if they cannot or will not address 
our conference. Mike Marqusee has 
been suggested, so has George Gallo¬ 
way. 

Session one 

Session one will debate and decide upon 
which of the six alternative constitutions 
on offer is to function as the stem - or 
basic model - which is then subject to 
debate and amendment in session two. 

The plan is to provide the movers with 
five minutes each. After them there will 
be up to 16 contributions from the floor. 
Comrades are expected to submit speak¬ 
ers slips which will include information 
on factional affiliation, etc. The idea in this 
and other sessions is to ensure factional 
balance and allow so-called independ¬ 
ents to have their proper say. 

All models have then pluses. But es¬ 
sentially they are either based on the prin¬ 
ciple of federalism and the interests of the 
part or centralism and the interests of the 
whole. 

The constitution that provides for the 
maximum degree of democracy with the 
maximum degree of effectiveness is un¬ 
doubtedly the one supplied by the 


CPGB. No House of Lords - ie. Socialist 
Alliance council - which can ovenule the 
executive. No royal officers that stand 
above the executive. 

Politically it is based on the firmest 
foundations and possesses the clear¬ 
est aims. Socialism - ie, the rule of the 
working class - and through that gen¬ 
eral freedom, is the goal. To get there a 
precondition is the formation of a So¬ 
cialist Alliance party equipped with a 
full programme and a frequent political 
paper. There are no special privileges for 
minorities. However, the right to form 
platforms or factions is recognised and 
provision is made for recognised plat¬ 
forms to get an automatic - non-voting 

- seat on the executive. Democracy is no 
plaything, but vital if effective unity in 
action is to be achieved. 

The constitution drafted by the SWP 

- and supported by the International So¬ 
cialist Group, Mike Marqusee, Neil 
Thompson, Declan O’Neil and Nick 
Wrack - is in many respects profoundly 
flawed. The political aims amount to lit¬ 
tle more than banal platitudes - typical 
of sentimental socialism. That and the 
failure to even mention the working 
class in relation to socialism, let alone 
defining socialism as the rule of the 
working class, is no mere slip. The SWP 
has never taken programme seriously. 

Nevertheless this constitution, like 
the CPGB’s, does reconstitute the So¬ 
cialist Alliance as a single national or¬ 
ganisation with individual membership 
and individual membership rights and 
obligations. Its underlying principle is 
centralism. 

The other constitutions promote to 
one degree or the other the anarchist 
principle of federalism. The rights of the 
part are supreme and these rights are to 
be guarded - not by the freedom to pub¬ 
lish, but by heavy bureaucratic walls, 
moats and other such defensive de¬ 
vices. Workers Power would, for exam¬ 
ple, light-mindedly give any hollow 
trades council or defunct single-issue 
campaign automatic voting rights on 
our executive. A sectarian’s dream 
world. Each of the principal six support¬ 
ing groups would also be granted rep¬ 
resentation - again automatically. 
Bureaucratically there is a bar on any 
single organisation gaining a majority 
on the executive. 

The RDG, Pete McLaren and SPEW 
adopt a similar approach, along with the 
presidential or royal election of office¬ 
holders: the leader, treasurer, etc. SPEW 
gives the federalist principle such an 
anarcho-bureaucratic twist that it would 
strangle us by putting in place the con¬ 
stitutional right of minorities to veto the 
decisions of any Socialist Alliance ma¬ 
jority. Here we have the part elevated 
over the whole in extremis. 

Comrades have a first and second pref¬ 
erence alternative vote. Use the first pref¬ 
erence for the CPGB’s constitution. Use 
the second for the SWP’s. 

Counting is due to take place during 
the 30-minute lunch break. If you can, 
supply your own food. There are facili¬ 
ties available, but at least 500 comrades 
are expected and time is at a premium. 
Dave Osier’s lunchtime fringe meeting for 
independents - with Mike Marqusee and 
other speakers - has had to be hastily 
rearranged and will now be held at the 
back of the hall. We wish them well. 

Session two 

Presuming that the SWP constitution 
gains most votes, conference proceeds 
to the amendments that apply to this 
stem. First there is the Workers Power 
amendment, which would “guarantee” 
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executive places to the six principal or¬ 
ganisations. We support inclusion, but 
not through the anarcho-bureaucratic 
methods of federalism which Worker 
Power employs to achieve it. Vote it 
down. 

The Phil Pope amendment is equally 
bureaucratic. It would limit any one or¬ 
ganisation to no more than 40% of the 
seats on the Socialist Alliance executive. 
Conference in our view must be the sov¬ 
ereign body within the Socialist Alliance. 
It has the right to elect whomsoever it 
deems fit. Political inclusion and balance 
must be arrived at through open debate, 
not fixed rule. Vote against. 

Now we come to the four competing 
methods of electing the executive. Ini¬ 
tial votes will be ‘in principle’. Hence 
comrades can put their hands up for 
them all if they so wish. But after that 
any that have not been rejected will be 
put to a second vote. This time, you 
vote for one only. If one of them wins 
a simple majority it will replace the 
method proposed in the SWP’s stem 
constitution (again presuming this is 
the successful stem). Only the movers 
can speak - they will get four minutes. 

Mike Davis of Leeds Left Alliance 
wants an alternative vote for officers and 
10 “ordinary” members. Vote no. Like the 
SWP, the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty 
favours a slate election but with caucus 
rights and a mathematical formula for 
minority representation. Vote no. Geoff 
Barr agues for STV elections for a defi¬ 
nite number of individuals. A massive job 
of calculation ... but supportable ‘in prin¬ 
ciple’. 

The CPGB's is the simplest method. 
First past the post with provision for an 
accountable election preparation com¬ 
mittee. This method is the most transpar¬ 
ent, it does not discriminate against 
non-aligned individual members and re¬ 
wards balance and inclusion of minori¬ 
ties. Vote yes. 

If the SWP slate method of elections 
is carried, conference will briefly debate 
and then vote on a protocol drawn up 
by the ISG, John Nicholson, Mike Mar- 
qusee and Nick Wrack. Three minutes 
for. Three minutes against. This resolu¬ 
tion “encourages” comrades to vote for 
a slate that “broadly represents the 
forces which at this stage have success¬ 
fully collaborated in building of a Social¬ 
ist Alliance”. A worthy objective. Not 
binding. But on the right track. Vote yes. 

Now we should find ourselves at 
policy-making and structures. There are 
four motions in this section of the 
agenda. The AWL says a special con¬ 
ference ought to be convened if “re¬ 
quested by a one-third minority on the 
executive” or a petition by 10% of the 
paid-up membership. It also removes 
the sting hidden away in the SWP’s 
constitution which allows the national 
council to oust executive committee 
officers by a two-thirds majority. The 
AWL is quite right on both counts. 

Bending the stick on calling a special 
conference is altogether the correct ap¬ 
proach. As to the national council, this 
is to be the SWP's trump card, through 
which it can get its way at any time if 
politically thwarted by the executive. 
Executive members can also be summar¬ 
ily sacked. The SWP will be generosity 
itself when it comes to executive elec¬ 
tions. Standing before conference the 
comrades can, and surely will, boast that 
the SWP constitutes only a tiny per¬ 
centage on its total slate for executive 
elections. But there is another SWP 
face. Its national council is held in re¬ 
serve. It can override the executive un¬ 
der the SWP’s constitution, even 


though the executive is elected by con¬ 
ference - ie, the membership as a whole. 
Two centres of power resting on two 
centres of authority is a recipe for civil 
war. Hence we will definitely support the 
AWL amendment. 

The CPGB/James White composite 
on an appeals committee likewise de¬ 
serves support. However, the same can¬ 
not be said for amendments 11 and 12 
from Mike Davies, the Green Socialist 
Network, etc, and Phil Pope et al. Both 
these amendments are bureaucratic and 
undemocratic. 

Comrade Davis allows the constitu¬ 
tion to be changed only by a three-fifths 
majority. Yet nothing should be final, 
everything must be provisional and 
should, if the need arises, be subject to 
quick and easy change. A simple ma¬ 
jority is all that is required, not special 
majorities. Vote no. Comrade Pope 
adopts the same bureaucratic principle 
to overcome his anarchistic fears of 
being dominated by the whole. He in¬ 
sists that policy can only be made by 
two-thirds majorities and “national” po¬ 
litical organisations must be capped 
when it comes to conference delegates. 
What a faint-hearted mockery of democ¬ 
racy. Vote against. 

Local and regional organisation fol¬ 
lows next on the agenda. The Dave 
Church/AWL composite amendment 
contains bonowings from the CPGB’s 
constitution and is all the better for it. 
Membership, it says, carries the “obli¬ 
gation not to obstruct campaigns de¬ 
cided upon by the alliance”. That is our 
formulation and this approach is abso¬ 
lutely essential in the fight for Socialist 
Alliance unity and discipline. At the 
same time there is a recognition by com¬ 
rade Church and the AWL that minori¬ 
ties have the right to promote their 
views. If they intend to take an action 
in “conflict” with the Socialist Alliance 
they should though inform the alliance 
at the relevant level. The last sentence 
considerably weakens our centralist in¬ 
tentions but, given the present stage of 
development and level of conscious¬ 
ness in the Socialist Alliance, the amend¬ 
ment taken as a whole is just about 
supportable. Vote yes. 

The John Nicholson/Declan O’Neil 
amendment Nol4 would bind the sup¬ 
porting organisations to locally agreed 
decisions on actions. The branch 
should be central. This formulation is 
too localist and too centralist. Minori¬ 
ties must have the right to carry out 
actions that are not agreed or sanc¬ 
tioned by a local majority. Eg, someone 
might wish to publish a polemical pam¬ 
phlet on the future of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance. Should they have to go to the 
Socialist Alliance either locally or na¬ 
tionally to request permission? Of 
course not. Therefore vote no. 

Mike Davis and the Leeds Left Alli¬ 
ance have another stab at curbing de¬ 
mocracy with the so-called “30% rule”. 
Under amendment 15 no political or¬ 
ganisation can cast more than 30% of 
the vote within the Socialist Alliance 
nor should they have any more than 
30% of the officers. Yes, it is pocket cal¬ 
culator time once more, as votes are 
weighted in internal elections and the 
selection of candidates. 

For our pail we say that the best, in¬ 
deed the only, way to ‘curb’ the power 
of the SWP is to openly criticise and 
polemicise with them. Engage politically 
with its membership, cadre and leader¬ 
ship. Above all recruit to the Socialist 
Alliance. In point of fact because com¬ 
munists are secure in their ideas and 
confident about the future they do not 


seek special rights for minorities such 
as ourselves or special curbs on any¬ 
body - majorities and dominant factions 
being no exception. Consistent democ¬ 
racy is our motto and guiding principle. 
Vote no to amendment 15. 

The Revolutionary Democratic 
Group’s ‘democratic federalism’ actually 
champions organisational primitivism, 
organisational opportunism and local¬ 
ism. Decisions by the democratically 
elected executive are only “advisory, not 
binding”. Local Socialist Alliances are 
not “branches of a national party", but 
autonomous mini-parties in their own 
geographical areas. Awful. Reject. 

After that tranche, the agenda takes 
amendments to the SWP’s rambling 
statement of aims and membership. The 
Workers Power/CPGB/Andy Gibbons 
composite has the great advantage of 
brevity and firm principle. We aim for a 
working class party and socialism. Peo¬ 
ple before profit serves as our pro¬ 
gramme until a “full programme is 
adopted”. Etc. Far superior to the SWP’s 
sentimental socialism and empty 
phrase-mongering. Vote yes. 

The Andy Gibbons/ISG/Workers 
Power composite on the “self-organisa- 
tion of the specially oppressed” is un¬ 
objectionable. I would expect the SWP 
to accept it. 

The Pete Brown/GSN amendment 
Nol9 deals with affiliation by trade un¬ 
ions, political organisations, etc. We 
support an individual-membership So¬ 
cialist Alliance. Affiliation by a trade 
union should be considered when such 
a case actually arises. In the meantime 
vote no to all federal scheme-monger- 
ing and constitutional amendments. 

The RDG/Martin Ralph amendment 
on the rights of the small supporting 
groups would be supportable in princi¬ 
ple if the comrades had limited the rep¬ 
resentation being sought to the modest 
level of the national council. They do 
not. Maybe it is clumsy drafting, but 
they appear to be demanding automatic 
seats on the executive for every two-a- 
penny grouplet. And that is how it 
reads. Silly. Reject. 

Amendment 21 from the AWL con¬ 
cerns “transparency” in decision-mak¬ 
ing. Impossible to seriously disagree 
with the good practice the comrades 
outline for every level of the Socialist 
Alliance. Support. 

Amendment 22 from the CPGB is in¬ 
complete in the conference agenda. It 
should - and will - read: “Members may 
establish short-term or long-term plat¬ 
forms on whatever political basis they 
see fit. Platforms shall be officially rec¬ 
ognised by the executive committee if 
they have more than 20 fully paid up 
Socialist Alliance members. Members’ 
platforms have the right to submit mo¬ 
tions to conference and the executive 
committee and to send a delegate to the 
executive committee. That delegate 
shall have speaking rights but not vot¬ 
ing rights.” Vote yes. 

Joanne Slattery’s amendment is tabled 
in opposition to what she sees as the 
"primacy” given by the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance to elections. She also wants to 
substitute members being obliged to 
support SA candidates with a formula¬ 
tion that reads instead “broad support 
for the aims of the Socialist Alliance”. 
What might at first glance be consid¬ 
ered a left criticism of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance seems on closer examination to be 
motivated more by soggy liberalism. 
Vote no. 

The Phil Pope et al amendment No24 
on candidates and elected members du¬ 
ties is unproblematic. In point of fact it is 


very good. Socialist Alliance councillors, 
MPs, etc shall “live on no more than the 
average wage of a skilled worker", etc. 
Support. 

Elections 

All going to plan, the time now should 
be 4.30pm. If the AGM vote at the be¬ 
ginning of the day has been won, and if 
the SWP has also won its method of 
election to the executive, then we will 
proceed to choose the new executive by 
slate. The CAC has made provision for 
other methods of election, but the 
chances are that conference will be pre¬ 
sented with a slate or slates of candi¬ 
dates who, yes, are to be voted through 
on the basis of ‘take it or leave it’ and 
the winner takes all. 

At the point of writing we have not 
seen an SWP slate. Nor have we seen 
any other slate. Because of this the 
CPGB felt obliged to draw up its own - 
broad and inclusive - list of 21 comrades. 
Who knows what will happen on the 
day? But hustings and a series of rival 
slates battling it out on the conference 
floor would not be a good thing. Time is 
not on our side. The CPGB is therefore 
not only willing to talk, bargain and com¬ 
promise, but keen to do so. 

Session three 

It should be 5pm. If that is the case then 
there is no problem in voting on the 
seven resolutions that relate to our So¬ 
cialist Alliance structure but are not for 
inclusion in the constitution. 

Resolution one comes from the retir¬ 
ing executive itself. Annual membership 
subs should be set at £6 for unemployed 
comrades and £24 for employed com¬ 
rades. Unless there are convincing argu¬ 
ments against this measure, vote it 
through. 

The case for higher dues would 
though be far more convincing and 
easier to make if the SA had already 
equipped itself with a regular journal or 
paper. The resolution from the ISG, CPGB, 
Andy Gibbons and the AWL outlines 
exactly that urgent perceptive. A journal 
as the first step towards a paper. 

Without such a publication the Social¬ 
ist Alliance can never amount to much. 
A political paper is vital. Vote yes. Also 
vote yes to the AWL/CPGB amendment 
on minority input into a Socialist Alliance 
joumal/paper. We can take or leave an 
internal bulletin. But unless there is con¬ 
troversy - invariably provided by minor¬ 
ity viewpoints - in our public mouthpiece, 
the project could prove deadly boring 
and therefore stillborn. 

The resolution from Nick Long/RDG, 
etc on the launch of a Socialist Alliance 
party is correct in its general approach. It 
rightly concentrates on the principle, not 
dates. Support. 

Resolution 4, submitted by John 
Nicholson and Declan O’Neil, piously 
calls for “broadening” participation in 
the leadership of the Socialist Alliance by 
ensuring that it reflects our membership 
in terms of geography, age, gender, race. 
Males over 40 are singled out as being 
particularly bad news. 

This resolution is presumably well in- 
tentioned. However, the purpose of a 
leadership is to provide leadership, not 


to reflect our membership statistically. 
The executive committee will, if it is to 
be effective, contain a preponderance 
of experienced comrades. Another word 
for that in general is those over 40 - 
whether or not they happen to be male 
or female. 

There will also be a distinct statistical 
bias towards the London area in any ef¬ 
fective leadership. Why? Because there 
are some eight million people living in 
London alone and over 20 million in the 
South East. London is the capital city 
where parliament is located and big busi¬ 
ness, political organisations, etc, have 
their headquarters and their best, most 
experienced personnel. 

Few of the revolutionary socialist and 
communist leaders within the Socialist 
Alliance were born in London. Most 
moved to the capital because of political 
commitment and drive. Out of serious¬ 
ness. An asset that should be valued, not 
denigrated. 

Then there is transport and the rela¬ 
tive ease with which comrades can 
meet. Those in London can get together 
frequently. For example the CAC met 
once a week and then, as conference got 
nearer, that was upped to twice a week. 
No comrade from outside London at¬ 
tended - not even once. The real, effec¬ 
tive CAC also consisted of professional 
politicians from the supporting organi¬ 
sations. The Socialist Alliance needs 
such comrades and their experience and 
their dedication. The age of the amateurs 
passed long ago. Make way for the new. 

Resolution 5 from the AWL is rather 
long. However, it is an excellent rejoin¬ 
der to SPEW’s dishonest promotion of 
“independent” working class candidates 
in elections. The Socialist Alliance 
should seek to incorporate candidates 
standing under a trade union/campaign 
banner. Back them if they are genuine and 
have a “substantial profile” ... but there 
can be no blanket rule necessitating that 
we stand down for SPEW fronts, etc. 

The AWL’s resolution No6 also com¬ 
mands our support. There should be 
debate in local Socialist Alliances, no 
bans on publications, no suppression of 
minorities, etc. Vote yes. Andy Gibbons’s 
resolution on trade union fractions de¬ 
serves support too. The Socialist Alli¬ 
ance must organise in the trade union 
movement, including in existing broad 
lefts. In the future we envisage a more 
ambitious approach. But comrade Gib¬ 
bons has pointed to the first step ... let 
us take it together and pass his resolu¬ 
tion. 

Close 

It is exactly 6pm. Comrade Nellist - still in 
the chair, one trusts - has just closed 
conference. The new executive has been 
elected, everyone has enthusiastically 
sung ‘The Internationale’ at the top of 
their voices and we head not for home ... 
but over the road to ULU and room 3a 
for the fringe meeting organised by the 
‘For an effective and democratic SA plat¬ 
form. Speakers include Dave Church, 
Martin Thomas and Jack Conrad. 

After that the CPGB has booked a 
nearby pub room where comrades can 
at last down a well-earned drink - or two 
- and relax • 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 

Heading for a split? 


Dave Craig of the Revolutionary Democratic Group 
argues that it would be premature for the Socialist Alliance 
to discard federalism - it needs democratic federalism 


D ark and stormy clouds are gath¬ 
ering over the Socialist Alliance 
conference. It looks as if some 
kind of split is in the offing. The SA 
gained forward momentum during the 
general election. But this progress has 
ground to a halt. The conference there¬ 
fore faces a huge task. We must find the 
politics that will start to take us forward 
again. 

If we fail to find the right politics we 
will end up splitting. This will signal that 
the SA project has started to go back¬ 
wards. The danger is not simply that we 
lose the Socialist Party, which would be 
a major setback, but that the whole 
project begins to unravel. 

Some say the SP was semi-detached 
and therefore does it really matter if they 
leave? That fails to understand the es¬ 
sential politics of the SA movement. Its 
strength has been its ability to bring the 
left together. The success of the SA 
movement can be seen by the possibil¬ 
ity of the Communist Party of Britain 
joining and bringing the Morning Star 
onside. But the CPB are by no means 
unanimous. A split at this conference 
is very likely to put further unity of this 
kind on hold. 

The differences between the CPGB 
and the RDG are a microcosm of the 
whole problem. In the first session we 
will vote in completely different direc¬ 
tions. Yet traditionally we have been the 
closest allies. The CPGB will be voting 
for the CPGB’s constitution and then for 
the SWP as its second preference. The 
RDG will vote for the Scottish Socialist 
Party constitution and then for the 
Workers Power constitution. 

If we begin to analyse the reasoning 
behind this, we uncover a dispute over 
the whole direction of the S A movement. 
The CPGB wants to unite the commu¬ 
nists into a revolutionary party based on 
democratic centralism. The RDG wants 
to unite the left into a party containing 
communists and socialists (Labour lefts) 
on the basis of democratic federalism. 

The CPGB quite logically will vote for 
its own position as the best of demo¬ 
cratic centralism and then for the SWP, 
whose centralism is the next best tiling. 
The RDG will vote for the SSP model as 
a practical example of a party of the left, 
and for Workers Power because its 
constitution represents a form of demo¬ 
cratic federalism. 

The RDG perspective is for launch¬ 
ing a party along the lines of the Scot¬ 
tish Socialist Party. This is the only 
model that can unite all the forces in and 
around the SA. In Scotland, the same 
organisations and individuals that are 
the backbone of the SA are working 
together in building a new workers’ 
party. If they can do it, so can we. 

We are therefore calling on the CPGB 
to reconsider its position and support the 
SSP constitution on the following 
grounds. The SSP is the only party con¬ 
stitution on offer at this conference. If it 
was passed, we would remit it to the ex¬ 


ecutive to make preparations for launch¬ 
ing a party within a year. It is therefore 
the quickest road to a party, on the basis 
of a properly prepared and democratic 
founding conference. On these grounds 
it also represents the open road to a party. 

CPGB members in Scotland already 
work under this constitution. It is the 
only constitution which places empha¬ 
sis on the importance of republicanism, 
rather than economism. It is the only 
constitution which calls for a federal 
republic and a united Ireland, which are 
important demands in the programme of 
the CPGB. It is the constitution that of¬ 
fers the greatest potential for an even¬ 
tual merger with the SSP into one party. 
Obviously having the same or a very 
similar constitution eases the path to 
one united party. 

Unfortunately none of these argu¬ 
ments will persuade the CPGB. So we 
are back to democratic centralism ver¬ 
sus democratic federalism. This is the 
essence of the constitutional dispute at 
the heart of the Socialist Alliance. 
Around these two poles are a series of 
spinning satellites. On one side is the 
‘revolutionary wing’ of the SWP, CPGB 
and International Socialist Group, plus 
Mike Marqusee, John Nicholson, Neil 
Thompson and Nick Wrack, etc. On the 
federalist side is the SP, the RDG, Work¬ 
ers Power. Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, 
Pete McLaren, Dave Church, Dave 
Osier, the International Socialist League, 
Green Socialist Network, etc. Apologies 
to anybody I have mistakenly placed in 
the wrong camp. 

The slogan of the SWP bloc is ‘For a 
democratic and effective SA’. This is 
why we have been reluctant to sign the 
CPGB statement for a “democratic and 
effective Socialist Alliance”. It is not be¬ 
cause we have a sectarian attitude to ini¬ 
tiatives from our long-standing allies 
and friends. But politically it represents 
the politics of the whole SWP-led fac¬ 
tion, which is for us the main barrier to a 
democratic and effective party. 

The struggle at the conference will 
clarify these alignments. The two sides 
are not ideologically coherent. Inevitably 
there will be desertions and movement. 
At the end of the conference we will see 
who ends up where. The CPGB and the 
SWP have the most thought out politics 
of their faction. Both are totally commit¬ 
ted to a revolutionary party. 

The SWP sees this as ... the SWP. 
Their main task is to block the develop¬ 
ment of any rival party. The united front 
is the most the SWP will go for. For them 
the SA is the electoral front of the SWP. 


The CPGB has a different approach. It 
wants to convert the SA into a revolu¬ 
tionary party. 

In my view the CPGB position means 
splitting the SA movement. The CPGB 
denies this and says that any reform¬ 
ists can stay and say what they like. Of 
course they would have to do what they 
are told. In any case when the CPGB 
looks for ‘reformists’ (ie, economists) 
and asks them to own up, not a single 
hand is raised. 

The issue of reformism and revolu¬ 
tionism is more complex than asking 
people how they feel or what hat they 
want to wear. There is both an econo¬ 
mist and revolutionary democratic wing 
of the SA. Is it better that revolutionary 
democrats separate from the econo¬ 
mists or build a party with them? Our 
answer is the latter. You could call this 
capitulation to economism. We believe 
it is the best tactic at present for com¬ 
bating it. We are therefore strongly op¬ 
posed to any splitting policy that 
separates us from the economists. 

This is why we are opposed to cen¬ 
tralism and ‘revolutionary’ phrase-mon¬ 
gering. It will only lead to splits and a 
narrowing down of the SA. To put it an¬ 
other way, we want to centralise all the 
economists into one party. If that means 
democratic federalism, so be it. We will 
try to be its strongest advocate. 

John Nicholson’s and Declan O'Neil’s 
amendment to the SWP constitution 
represents the most extreme centralist 
position. It calls for “all members (includ¬ 
ing members of political organisations) 
to be democratically bound by decisions 
taken by the meeting(s) of the alliance”. 
Is this the dictatorship of economists? 
Is it Leninism or Scargillism? We cannot 
abstract centralism from the issue of pro¬ 
gramme. 

Let us consider a Marxist case for fed¬ 
eralism. Marxism does not have a dog¬ 
matic view about centralised and federal 
democracy. It recognises in general that 
centralism is more democratic and 
serves the interests of the democratic 
class more than federalism. We are not 
‘federalists’. We recognise the short¬ 
comings and weaknesses of federalism. 
Federalism is a lower fomi of democracy. 

Ultra-leftism, however, takes a dog¬ 
matic attitude to centralism. It is consid¬ 
ered an article of faith, correct for each 
and every situation. Revolutionary 
Marxism, on the contrary, advocates 
federalism where it is appropriate. In 
certain concrete circumstances and 
conditions, federalism is a step forward. 
It is a case of horses for courses. 

Marxism must start from an appraisal 
of where we are and what the next step 
is. hi our view the SA is still in the early 
stages of development. The level of de¬ 
mocracy is uneven. There are still signifi¬ 
cant political differences on programme 
and perspective. Whilst democratic fed¬ 
eralism is a lower fomi of democracy, it is 
appropriate for the level of unity we have 
so far achieved. It provides a structure 
within which the process of growing into 
a party can take root. 

A federal structure, which brings to¬ 
gether autonomous organisations, can 
take many forms. Consensus federalism 
is the lowest form, based on consensus 
decision-making. Such a structure may 
be necessary at the very first stage of 
confidence building. It means that any 


organisation can veto majority deci¬ 
sions. It gives power to the minority 
over the majority. The earliest stage in 
the development of the European Un¬ 
ion was based on consensus policies, 
before moving to what was called 
‘qualified majority voting’. 

Democratic federalism is a higher form 
of federalism in which decisions and 
policies are decided by majority vote. 
Within the SA some organisations work 
on the basis of consensus: for example, 
Merseyside SA. Others operate on the 
basis of majority decisions, which in 
some cases may still be consensual. The 
Socialist Party is arguing for ‘consen¬ 
sus federalism’. Workers Power and the 
RDG are supporting ‘democratic feder¬ 
alism’. This is why democratic federal¬ 
ism is the centre, between SWP 
centralism on one side and SP consen¬ 
sus federalism on the other. 

Democratic federalism aims to unite 
autonomous organisations, each of 
which is sovereign within its own 
sphere. No part can be bound by the 
decisions of other autonomous organi¬ 
sations. In Merseyside, for example, the 
SWP, SP and Merseyside SA itself are 
all autonomous, sovereign organisa¬ 
tions with rights to make their own de¬ 
cisions and act together or act 
separately. Each is free to move in the 
same direction or in different directions. 

The aim of the SA, including the na¬ 
tional organisation, is to assist these 
sovereign component parts to coordi¬ 
nate, cooperate and merge their actions. 
This means that all autonomous organi¬ 
sations must commit themselves to 
strive for voluntary unity. A situation 
where autonomous organisations act 
independently is not desirable. What is 
needed is unity in action. But federal¬ 
ism means that unity in action is volun¬ 
tary and not imposed. 

Majority decision-making is a basic 
feature of all democratic organisations. 
This is not to say unanimous or consen¬ 
sus decisions may not be desirable. In 
practice the national organisation already 
operates by majority decision - as, for ex¬ 
ample, at the Birmingham conference, 
which decided the programmatic basis for 
the 2001 manifesto. It is also the case that 
the socialist affiliates (eg, SWP, AWL, 
etc) have long functioned by majority de¬ 
cisions. It is not the case that all local al¬ 
liances work on that basis. 

Adopting a democratic federal con¬ 
stitution means completing the transi¬ 
tion to majority decision-making. Local 
alliances, where majority decision-mak¬ 
ing is not used, should be encouraged 
to adopt the practice, when local circum¬ 
stances allow. Majority decision-mak¬ 
ing should eventually become the norm 
in all constituent parts of the alliance. 

Majority decisions will always carry 
strong moral authority in the socialist 
movement, whose members are often 
active in trade unions. However, in a 
federal system, majority decisions are 
not binding. Individual members, affili¬ 
ated local alliances and socialist affili¬ 
ates have the right not to carry out 
majority decisions. On many occasions 
this right will not be exercised. Indeed 
its very existence makes its use less 


likely. Non-binding majority decisions 
provide a safeguard against the oppres¬ 
sive use of the majority and constitute 
a confidence building measure. 

A federal structure enables a full 
range of political views and wide vari¬ 
ety of organisations to be represented 
in the national organisation and in local 
alliances. Federalism means that every 
socialist organisation, members’ plat¬ 
form and local alliance can send a del¬ 
egate to national bodies. Of course in a 
centralised structure a system of pro¬ 
portional representation can be adopted 
to achieve the same end. But with fed¬ 
eralism, representation can be guaran¬ 
teed on a simple basis, without complex 
voting systems. 

Federalism is compatible with open¬ 
ness, democratic methods and transpar¬ 
ency. This can best facilitate the political 
and ideological development of the SA 
as a working class organisation. This 
means using formal democratic meth¬ 
ods such as minutes, motions, record¬ 
ing votes. The socialist affiliates have 
had and will continue to have a major 
influence on the alliance. A federal 
structure means that the official posi¬ 
tions of all the socialist affiliates can be 
made open and transparent by their of¬ 
ficial delegates. 

Federalism is compatible with unre¬ 
stricted freedom of expression and the 
rights of members, both individually 
and in platforms and tendencies, to 
publish their views. 

There ought to be clearly established 
rights for individual members and minor¬ 
ity groups of members, including plat¬ 
forms and tendencies, and for comrades 
who identify themselves as part of op¬ 
pressed sections of society: eg, women, 
gays and lesbians, ethnic minorities, 
disabled, youth, pensioners, etc. A 
charter of members’ rights should be 
included in a federal constitution. 

The SA was not founded as a merger 
or fusion into a single organisation. It 
was and is a coalition. The affiliated po¬ 
litical organisations in the SA have a 
long history of separate and independ¬ 
ent politics and organisation. Federal¬ 
ism, as a lower form of democratic unity, 
is ideally suited for bringing separate or¬ 
ganisations into voluntary unity. 

We cannot, nor should we, seek to 
force a merger on these organisations by 
means of bureaucratic centralism. Any 
attempt to impose a merger from the top 
will fail. The SA is not yet ready to be¬ 
come a single fused organisation. It must 
be a voluntary process. Organisations 
have to see and believe in the collective 
benefits of unity for themselves, as part 
of the socialist movement. 

It is understood, even by the critics 
of federalism, that without a federal 
structure we could not have achieved 
even the current degree of unity. Some 
comrades will remember the disaster that 
followed Scargill’s attempt to impose 
centralism on the Socialist Labour Party. 
Even at the start, negotiations to set up 
the SLP failed to incorporate Militant 
Labour (SP) because of Scargill's cen¬ 
tralist demands. 

Federalism has enabled the SA to 
achieve significant voluntary unity. As a 
result of the 2001 general election, the SA 
has outgrown the early stage of federal¬ 
ism, represented in the original constitu¬ 
tion. But we are making a serious error if 
we think we have outgrown federalism as 
such. Federalism is sufficiently flexible to 
enable us to build a greater degree of unity 
than we have already achieved. Federal¬ 
ism has got us so far. It should not be pre¬ 
maturely abandoned • 
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Socialist Party hypocrisy 

The Socialist Party in England and Wales has laid down an ultimatum. If the December 1 
conference of the Socialist Alliance accepts the constitution proposed by the Socialist Workers 
Party, the SP will walk out. James Mallory looks at the arguments used to justify such an action 



Federalism 
champions the 
rights of the 
part over and 
above those 
of the whole 


Hannah Sell: no democracy 


its electoral turn, enthusiastically backing the 
LSA campaign in the June 2000 Greater Lon¬ 
don Assembly elections. And the June 7 gen¬ 
eral election saw the SWP play a leading role 
in the national SA campaign. But now the SP 
found itself a small organisation (paper mem¬ 
bership stands at around 500) outnumbered 
by a larger rival - intolerable for any sectarian 
grouping. So the SP paid lip service to the SA, 
but all the while doing its best to downplay 
its significance. Hence: “It is possible that the 
Socialist Alliances could in the future play a 
role in the development of a pre-formation of 
a new workers’ party” (my emphasis The case 
for a new mass workers' party pl4). 

Rather than embrace the SA as a move for¬ 
ward and a chance to engage with the SWP 
at close quarters, the SP has adopted a hos¬ 
tile attitude which often approaches that of 
active sabotage. The Taaffe leadership took 
the SP through some amazing political con¬ 
tortions. During the GLA campaign it tried 
(and failed) to persuade the LSA to stand 
down in deference to the Campaign Against 
Tube Privatisation. Then the SP, while back¬ 
ing the LSA in the first-past-the-post constitu¬ 
ency elections (SP member Ian Page was 
contesting in Lewisham and Greenwich), de¬ 
cided to support the CATP London-wide slate 
against the LSA in the PR poll. However, a 
rebellion of its London members and the ob¬ 
vious forward momentum of the LSA cam¬ 
paign eventually led to a climbdown with a 
recommendation to Londoners to cast both 
their votes for the LSA. This left SP member 
Arwyn Thomas high and dry on the CATP 
list. 

CATP is raised again by comrade Sell in her 
polemic. It is put forward as an example of 
workers moving into struggle. Unfortunately 
it was of course nothing of the kind. Although 
it was set up by the London region of the RMT, 
it never drew in much support from rtibework- 
ers and its electoral intervention was in fact 
run by a small bloc of RMT leftists, including 
Pat Sikorski and his shadowy Fourth Interna¬ 
tional Supporters Caucus. 

Soon the SP began to take up the whining 
arguments that are now so familiar: the SWP 
is imposing itself through force of numbers 
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T he position of the Socialist Party in Eng¬ 
land and Wales as a semi-detached and 
often hostile component of the Social¬ 
ist Alliance seems to be coming to an end. The 
SP has announced its intention to end its half¬ 
hearted and uncooperative participation, if the 
outcome of this weekend’s conference is not 
to its liking. Hannah Sell, writing in The So¬ 
cialist, states: “If the SWP's constitution is 
forced through then we will have to recognise 
the reality that the SA is no longer an alliance 
but the playtiling of the SWP. On that basis 
we would have to cease participating in the 
Socialist Alliance” (November 23). 

What this means in practice is not clear. Will 
SP members be told to completely withdraw 
from the alliance? In most of the country that 
is already the situation anyway. Or does it 
mean that the SP will no longer consider itself 
to be a supporting organisation? Certainly 
complete withdrawal would cause consider¬ 
able problems for the Taaffe leadership, pos¬ 
sibly causing a schism within his 
organisation. Dave Nellist, our national chan; 
is probably the most prominent S A leader and 
there are bound to be other comrades within 
the SP’s ranks questioning the unprincipled 
behaviour of the Taaffe leadership. 

Healthy elements within the SP will no 
doubt also be dismayed by the miserable set 
of excuses offered by comrade Sell for the SP’s 
stance. For communists splitting is a serious 
matter not to be treated lightly. Seemingly this 
is not the case for the SP leadership. 

It is not the intention of this author to act as 
defence attorney for the SWP. However, the 
statement from comrade Sell that “the SWP 
have not taken a principled attitude towards 
the alliance" (with the implication being that 
the SP have) puts one in mind of pots calling 
the kettle black. 

It is true, as asserted by Sell, that the SP 
helped initiate the Socialist Alliance project. 
After the failure of discussions in 1995, it had 
been excluded from Arthur Scargill's Social¬ 
ist Labour Party, founded in May 1996. The 
setting up of Socialist Alliances in various 
parts of the country was its reaction. But apart 
from the CPGB - for the SP akin to a dose of 
syphilis - all that was picked up was a smat¬ 
tering of rightist flotsam and jetsam. The SP 
instantly went from the vanguard to the rear¬ 
guard of the project. When the CPGB 
launched the London Socialist Alliance the 
SP came along, but then joined in with the anti¬ 
communist witch hunts and attempts to wind 
the whole thing down. 

Things only changed when the SWP made 

I- 

I Join the Scottish 
J Socialist Party 

I Please send me details about joining 
> Name_ 


and therefore “trampling on alliance democ¬ 
racy” (ie, democratically outvoting the SP). It 
complained that SWP members had dared to 
join the alliance in Lewisham, which it regards 
as exclusive SP territory, and pass a motion 
calling on comrade Page to stand as LSA, not 
simply as the local alliance candidate. Follow¬ 
ing the GLA ballot tire SP issued a statement 
which claimed: “With the SWP in charge the 
LSA has turned away from democratic and 
joint decision-making” {The Socialist March 
52000). 

The rest, as they say is, history. Prior to the 
general election campaign the SP presented 
the alliance with a fait accompli, in several ar¬ 
eas issuing an ultimatum: either accept our 
candidate as Socialist Alliance or we stand 
anyway. There was no question of attending 
selection meetings since the SWP might have 
a majority and try to influence the campaign. 
In an agreement struck with the SWP, the SP 
was allowed to mn exclusivist, Socialist Party 
campaigns under the Socialist Alliance ban¬ 
ner in 12 constituencies. In addition it stood 
two Socialist Alternative candidates, where 
no agreement was reached. 

In Hackney, it had a presence on the coun¬ 
cil shop stewards’ committee and decided to 
stand an SP member as an anti-cuts candidate 
against the SA in a local by-election held on 
the same day as the general election. Where 
the SP had any influence, it was often used to 
the detriment of the alliance in order to further 
its own narrow interests. Usually the ‘work¬ 
ers in struggle’ excuse was furnished. 

Far from consistently fighting for the inter¬ 
ests of the SA project, when those interests 
have come into conflict with those of the SP 
sect it has had no hesitation in putting itself 
first. Indeed, since the SA is now regarded as 
a threat to its dream of placing itself at the head 
of a new "mass workers’ party”, SP actions 
have frequently been nothing short of treach¬ 
ery. Comrade Sell’s portrayal of the SP as ‘de¬ 
fender of alliance’s future’ is not exactly 
convincing. 

Anomalies crop up constantly in the SP’s 
hypocritical rhetoric. As if the general election 
deal with the SWP had never happened, com¬ 
rade Sell asserts that the SP “sees local alli¬ 
ances as the key unit where campaigning and 
electoral decisions should be taken” - so long 
as the SP has not already pre-empted those 
decisions, of course. 

Comrade Sell claims that acceptance of the 
SWP constitution will reduce the alliance “in 
essence to little more than an SWP front”. This 
is because the SWP is proposing that the al¬ 
liance should operate on the basis of ‘one 
member, one vote’ (Omov). This proposal is 
"superficially democratic”, she complains, but 
in reality will “take all rights away from indi¬ 
vidual members because, at bottom, the SWP 
are currently able to mobilise enough people 
to outvote all other forces in the SA”. 

The real problem for the SP is that it is not in 
any position to dominate itself. Since that is 
the case, the SP is opposed to the very no¬ 
tion of majority decision-making in the SA. It 
devises a whole set of ‘democratic safe¬ 
guards’ which it has written into its own draft 
constitution for the SA. In place of Omov it 
proposes ‘consensus voting’ - perhaps the 
SP’s most pernicious innovation. A consen¬ 
sus vote means “the agreement of all locally 
affiliated organisations and locally constituted 
members’ platforms participating in the meet¬ 
ing, plus a majority of individual members” 
(my emphasis Conference agenda p6). 

In the first draft total agreement was man¬ 
datory on everything, even at constituency 
level, before any decision could be taken. 
Every vote, no matter how trivial the issue, was 


subject to ‘consensus’. Now clause C1.4 
states that a ‘consensus vote’ will now only 
be taken “when requested”. A concession 
that means absolutely nothing except that the 
formality of a request has to be gone through 
before the SP minority wields its veto. 

This measure is so profoundly and obvi¬ 
ously anti-democratic that it renders claims to 
‘democratic’ virtue made by the SP truly ris¬ 
ible. A meeting could vote by a 95% majority 
for a particular action, but if the remaining five 
percent belong to a members’ platform they 
could prevent it. Thus for comrade Sell to claim 
that this “ensures no one organisation would 
be able to force through its own agenda with 
disregard for the alliance” is purely and sim¬ 
ply a barefaced lie. Any group with a nega¬ 
tive agenda - no prizes for guessing who I mean 
- would indeed have the whip hand over the 
majority. 

Those with a working knowledge of the his¬ 
tory of the SP’s behaviour within the Social¬ 
ist Alliance might wonder what guarantees we 
would have against the abuse of consensus 
voting by malcontent minorities. The answer 
is none, apart from fme words: “Socialist Party 
members’ platforms would be willing to com¬ 
promise within the alliance while maintaining 
the right to put our independent position” 
{Pre-conference bulletin p5). Perhaps we can 
be excused for being sceptical. 

Continuing with its nightmarish predilection 
for bureaucratic organisational solutions to 
political problems, the SP’s clause D1.2 pro¬ 
hibits more than 40% (less than an absolute 
majority) of officers or members of the execu¬ 
tive being from any one members’ platform 
without a successful ‘consensus vote’. 

We would not deny the ultimately bureau¬ 
cratic essence of the proposals put forward 
by the SWP, in agreement with the Interna¬ 
tional Socialist Group and several prominent 
SA individuals - that is why the CPGB has 
proposed a batch of counterbalancing amend¬ 
ments, if die SWP stem constitution wins the 
day. However, Omov is not only more demo¬ 
cratic, ensuring as it does the right of the 
majority to decide, as against the SP’s minor¬ 
ity power of veto. It also more accurately re¬ 
flects where the SA objectively needs to go: 
ie, in a partyist direction. Tme, the SWP states: 
‘The Socialist Alliance should remain an alli¬ 
ance, operating on a united front-type basis” 
(p4). But the SP does not even recognise the 
steps to unity already taken and wants to hold 
back the forward momentum by locking us in 
an ineffective federation. 

Federalism champions the rights of the part 
over and above those of the whole. To this 
we oppose centralism - not a bureaucratic cen¬ 
tralism, but one that incorporates an effective 
democracy: for the whole over the part. Marx¬ 
ists are for centralism in principle. For us fed¬ 
eralism is only ever tolerated as a necessary 
stage that must be left behind as soon as cir¬ 
cumstances allow us to progress to a higher 
form of democracy. 

The SP attempts to hide its sectarianism be¬ 
hind concern for “forces moving into strug¬ 
gle”, as comrade Sell puts it. The SWP is 
criticised for its alleged “arrogant” and “dis¬ 
missive” attitude towards “single-issue cam¬ 
paigns”. This is just a fig leaf for the SP’s 
refusal to engage in a political process which 
can actually serve those forces by uniting 
them. 

The reality is that the SP is, like the SWP, 
interested primarily in what has been termed 
‘primitive socialist accumulation’ - the recruit¬ 
ment of ones and twos to a sect. But, while 
the SWP for the moment is willing to promote 
the SA, however inconsistently, the SP in¬ 
tends to see it wrecked • 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


What sort of 
democracy? 

What is democratic centralism? Not the bureaucratic 
travesty that has blighted the left for most of the last 
century. Harry Paterson and Alan Stevens put the 

record straight 


I n the run-up to the December 1 con¬ 
ference, the SA internet discussion 
list has seen a refreshingly healthy 
and interesting debate on democracy in 
general and democratic centralism in par¬ 
ticular. This debate, like some other dis¬ 
cussions on the e-list, reflects a concern 
about the future structure and function¬ 
ing of the alliance itself. 

As we know, tension has been height¬ 
ened by the squaring off of the two larg¬ 
est groups, the Socialist Party and the 
Socialist Workers Party. There is wide¬ 
spread belief that the SWP is holding 
back the development of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance and sees it almost exclusively as a 
vehicle for electoral intervention (just as 
the Anti-Nazi League is brought out for 
demonstrations against racism). On the 
other hand, the backward-looking pro¬ 
posals from the SP are widely seen as a 
futile attempt to clip the wings of the SWP 
- combined with threats that Taaffe’s sect 
will walk away if tire SWP constitution is 
agreed (walk away, we might add. from a 
project it has done its best to undermine 
anyway). 

This lack of seriousness towards the 
SA on the part of both the SP and SWP 
reinforces the view that both these or¬ 
ganisations are motivated by a desire to 
achieve the best possible outcome for 
their respective sectional interests. It is 
in this situation that the question of demo¬ 
cratic organisation has been raised on 
the Socialist Alliance discussion e-list. It 
will be useful, then, to examine some of 
the understandable, but mistaken views 
held by certain comrades on the ques¬ 
tions of democracy and democratic cen¬ 
tralism. 

We could broadly identify three 
threads of opinion. Firstly there are those, 
such as ourselves, and comrades from 
the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty such 
as Nick Holden, who see democratic cen¬ 
tralism as a desirable and necessary or¬ 
ganic process integral to the programme 
and tactics of revolutionaries. Then there 
are less forthcoming comrades from the 
SP and SWP, whose presentation of 
democratic centralism (or ‘democratic 
unity’ in Taaffeite parlance) is hopelessly 
gutted of its revolutionary class content 
and consequently its value to the work¬ 
ers' movement. Indeed the mechanical 
and one-sided SP/SWP interpretation of 
democratic centralism distorts it so it is 
transformed into a stifling bureaucratic 
centralism. And finally there are inde¬ 
pendent comrades such as Dave Parks 
and Dave Osier, who in rejecting the SP/ 
SWP version throw out the baby with 
the bathwater and call instead for mere 
formal democracy. 

Interestingly, the deadening effect of 
the SP regime is being increasingly ac¬ 
knowledged by some within its own 
ranks. One comrade from the south coast 
had this to say in correspondence with 
one of the authors of this article: “I think 
your [Hairy Paterson’s] article ‘For demo¬ 
cratic centralism’ was very good. Similar 
concerns have now led to my resigna¬ 
tion from the SP.” (While we are pleased 
to note the comrades’ rejection of un¬ 
democratic centralism, it is a shame that 
the comrade chose to resign from the SP 
rather than stay and fight.) 

Another comrade who wished, unsur¬ 
prisingly, given die nature of the SP’s in¬ 
ternal regime, to remain anonymous had 
diis to say on the UK Left Network dis¬ 
cussion list: “As a member of the Social¬ 
ist Party I have to say ... that if your 
opinion in the SP differs from that of the 
leadership or party hacks then life is made 
veiy difficult. The SP and Militant always 
bragged about the fact that we didn’t 
have faction fights like eveiy other left 
group and that factions or disagree¬ 
ments where wrong. I now believe that 
this is very unhealthy and am no longer 
blinded by the likes of our leaders.” 

Comrades will also be well acquainted 
with the regime that masquerades as 
democratic centralism inside the SWP. 
Despite Tony Cliff, its guru and founder, 
having something of worth to say on this 
question in the 70s, the SWP remains 
mired in a regime in which top-down fren¬ 
zied activism rules. So-called factions are 


permitted only during a two-week pre¬ 
conference period and, like the SP and 
many others, public polemics between 
comrades, differing opinions and an 
open press are an anathema. 

Despite their mutual antipathy the SP 
and SWP, ironically, share the same fun¬ 
damental perversion of democratic cen¬ 
tralism. These comrades adopt a 
one-sided, mechanical approach and el¬ 
evate control and the interests of the lead¬ 
ership faction above democracy. In doing 
this they sever the dialectical unity and 
mutual interpenetration of democracy 
and centralism - a unity that both medi¬ 
ates and promotes revolutionary practice. 
Instead they have ended with a bureau¬ 
cratic and stultifying regime that seeks 
to gain historical legitimacy by passing 
itself off as ‘democratic centralism’. 

The sectarian refusal to implement the 
essential dialectical and inherently revo¬ 
lutionary nature of democratic centralism 
sees our allies substituting in its place a 
dry, lifeless and unhappy marriage be¬ 
tween a bit of democracy and a lot of 
bureaucracy. The real revolutionary dy¬ 
namic of democratic centralism is lost. 
This is particularly tragic in the case of 
the SWP, squandering the commitment 
of many young, enthusiastic comrades. 

Given the distorted, bureaucratic re¬ 
gimes bequeathed to our class - not only 
here but all over the world during the 20th 
century - it is hardly surprising that sin¬ 
cere socialists display such an aversion 
to what they, mistakenly, understand by 
democratic centralism. 

Comrade Osier writes: “Our organisa¬ 
tions should be vasdy more democratic 
than bourgeois democracy. The fright¬ 
ening thing is, most of them are actually 
less so. There certainly isn’t a culture of 
freedom of speech, assembly or belief in 
the SP or the SWP. I know that comment 
is going to provoke some rejoinders, but 
think of this. Most broadsheet newspa¬ 
pers publish a wide range of views, from 
Foot, Pilger or Monbiot on the one hand 
to Amiel, Waugh and Philips on the other. 

“None of the larger circulation social¬ 
ist newspapers do though. When Action 
for Solidarity dares run a pro-war read¬ 
er’s letter, many comrades howl in out¬ 
rage. And that says it all. That mindset 
has been conditioned by democratic 
centralism. However, we as socialists rec¬ 
ognise that bourgeois democracy is al¬ 
ways limited and weak, and seek an 
extension of democracy throughout so¬ 
ciety. We can prefigure this by the de¬ 
mocracy we display in our own 
organisations” (Socialist Alliance Press 
Group, November 17). 

Comrade Parks had this to say: “ I have 
been following the very interesting dis¬ 
cussion about democratic centralism 
over the last week or two. I will be blunt. 
I think the obsession with democratic 
centralism is the major reason why the 
left is so divided and isolated. I think there 
are arguments for using democratic cen¬ 
tralism in times of illegality, but otherwise 
it strikes me as being the perfect formula 


for the creation of sects that do nothing 
but create an obstacle to creating a so¬ 
cialist political alternative. 

“Now I’m sure my views are a minor¬ 
ity amongst those who come from the 
groups who say they are democratically 
centralist, and of course all the groups 
will say they have near to perfect democ¬ 
racy with their version of democratic cen¬ 
tralism. Oh yes! What can you say? In 
reality the bulk of people who think that 
democracy is a crucial and necessary 
ingredient of socialism rapidly become 
disillusioned with all the flavours of 
democratic centralism that are offered. 

“Yes, I have seen Harry Paterson and 
others argue for democratic centralism in 
a way that is certainly more attractive to 
myself, but none of the groups practise 
it. Maybe some are better than others, 
but I will never join a democratic central¬ 
ist organisation. I think democratic cen¬ 
tralist groups are inherently 
undemocratic” (ibid November 26). 

We find little to dispute in the condem¬ 
nation of the unhealthy and repressive 
sect regimes constituting the bulk of Brit¬ 
ain’s revolutionary left. However, it has 
to be hammered home time and again that 
what is on show in these supposedly 
monolithic organisations is not demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Unfortunately, this fun¬ 
damental misconception has now 
become almost accepted wisdom 
amongst many Socialist Alliance com¬ 
rades. 

It is worth emphasising that our con¬ 
cern is above all else to advance the in¬ 
terests of the working class, not the 
interests of this or that sect. Lenin fa¬ 
mously said that in its struggle for power 
the working class has “no other weapon 
but organisation” (VI Lenin CW Vol 7, 
Moscow 1977, p412). Our task then is to 
develop the highest form of organisation 
possible. We believe, and the history of 
the Bolsheviks proved, that the highest 
form of organisation possible is a demo¬ 
cratic centralist revolutionary party. 

Rather than democratic centralism be¬ 
ing a mere constitution, or simply a use¬ 
ful organisational tool, or a convenient 
admixture of two separate things, it is 
essentially a single revolutionary politi¬ 
cal process. Democratic centralism, whilst 
having two main aspects, is highly com¬ 
plex and multifaceted. It is in a constant 
state of change and development and is 
inseparably interconnected with theory 
and practice. Even many of the comrades 
who reject the bureaucratic distortions 
and formally favour democratic central¬ 
ism have difficulty with it. They see the 
formal shell, describe it in mechanical, ab¬ 
stract terms and completely miss its 
movement, its revolutionary dynamic. 

Formal definitions are quoted from the 
past without thought of the stage of 
development of the party and class, with¬ 
out reference to the differing concrete 
circumstances in which parties operate 
and with no notion of the progressive 
political process which lies at its heart. 
We usually get a list of formal rules. A 


mere empty shell to be filled with who 
knows what. There is nothing wrong with 
rules so long as they are not abstracted 
out and act as substitute for the political 
process. 

We must therefore understand the 
content of democratic centralism, how it 
is developed consciously, purposefully, 
as an integral part of building a party 
rooted in the class, how it works and 
evolves organically to meet constantly 
changing circumstances - from ait imma¬ 
ture phase whilst a party is being fomted 
through to a mature (but still changing) 
phase of a functioning mass revolution¬ 
ary party. 

Its purpose is to win and maintain 
genuine voluntary unity around accept¬ 
ance of a revolutionary programme. The 
kernel, therefore, is a political one; the 
revolutionary party is the medium be¬ 
tween theory - ie, the ideas we espouse 
in our programme - and our practice as a 
revolutionary collective. Therefore we do 
not strive for democratic centralism sim¬ 
ply to ensure the necessary openness 
and culture needed to arrive at some¬ 
thing approximating scientific truth. We 
also do so to further the fight for re\’olu- 
tionary politics, not just any set of per¬ 
spectives. Thus the two - democratic 
centralism and a revolutionary pro¬ 
gramme - are dialectically linked. They are, 
in fact, inseparable. 

Here is a brief schematic, showing 
some of what we ought to expect of all 
members and committees to give the fla¬ 
vour of democratic centralism’s political 
and cultural direction: 

• full, open and frank discussion on all 
questions, at every level and in front the 
working class 

• the most honest and searching criticism 
and self-criticism 

• theoretical education of members 

• training of working class militants and 
leaders 

• unity in action 

• fulfilment of assigned tasks 

• commitment not to boycott actions 
and/or withhold finance. 

In a nutshell: unity in action; freedom 
to criticise. 

The wholly erroneous and unMarx- 
ist idea that reigns in the SP. SWP and 
many other organisations is that it is 
disloyal, undisciplined and divisive to 
voice differences with each other in 
public. This crude and crass inversion 


of Leninism is more accurately attributed 
to the poison of Stalinism. 

Even under the most repressive con¬ 
ditions when the Bolsheviks operated il¬ 
legally, they conducted furious open 
debates and tirelessly fought for their 
ideas. Of course the purely formal as¬ 
pects of democracy were necessarily 
absent - elections and the like - but never 
the substantive democracy, the freedom 
to criticise, discuss and debate. It was 
through this rigorous substantive de¬ 
mocracy that the central bodies accu¬ 
mulated the experience of party actions 
and which in turn consolidated trust in 
the central bodies amongst members. 
Under dire concrete conditions the Bol¬ 
sheviks maintained the maximum de¬ 
mocracy possible - and a greater degree 
of democracy than we see on much of 
the left in Britain today. 

Democratic centralism is comprised of 
the dialectical unity of both its compo¬ 
nents. Not a bit of democracy and a bit 
of centralism, but the maximum democ¬ 
racy and the maximum centralism that 
concrete circumstances allow. They 
mutually interpenetrate - operating 
through each other. The democratic as¬ 
pect ensures the full participation of all 
members in every aspect of the devel¬ 
opment of the party’s knowledge, expe¬ 
rience, programme and tactics. 
Democratic centralism facilitates condi¬ 
tions allowing the most free-flowing 
and wide-ranging debate: internally, ex¬ 
ternally and in all party publications. In 
this inclusive, collectivist environment 
the likelihood that the action we take is 
based on correct revolutionary princi¬ 
ples is greatly increased. 

The centralist aspect enables leader¬ 
ship that coordinates and guides every 
aspect of work and development, en¬ 
sures continuity, allows swift tactical 
adjustments to new circumstances and 
ensures that the whole acts as one. 
United actions are the practical tests of 
theory, programme and tactics in class 
struggles. The veracity and strength of 
what has been agreed. The ongoing de¬ 
bate, generalisation of experience, re¬ 
finement of policy and the fullest 
implementation, testing and analysis of 
united actions creates a dynamic, ongo¬ 
ing feedback mechanism that con¬ 
stantly enriches and refines the best 
revolutionary praxis. 

All party members thus operate in 
conditions strongly favouring the de¬ 
velopment of critical self-activating 
revolutionaries and formidable class 
fighters and leaders, rather than the pa¬ 
per-selling automatons that comprise 
the bulk of our revolutionary organisa¬ 
tions at present. Such a political/cultural 
process that so concentrates strength 
into a power much greater than the sum 
of its individual parts enables us to strike 
with tremendous force as one fist - and 
be accurate in our aim. 

Sect politics - ie, the construction 
of exclusivist groups around a nar¬ 
rowly defined set of special ideas - is 
an impediment to building such a 
party and a diversion from the proper 
conduct of the class struggle. Good 
riddance to sect politics. The contin¬ 
ued existence of such nonsense into 
the 21st century is a bane we can do 
without. There is hope, however. 
These and many other related issues 
are now being raised. As comrades 
gather for the Socialist Alliance con¬ 
ference, we have an opportunity to 
begin the political process that leads 
to the building of a mass party • 
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The fourth stem 


The CPGB urges all Socialist Alliance members to back our constitution. Out of 
the six stems on offer this constitution most effectively combines the principles of 
organised unity in action with the freedom to openly criticise in a political paper 


A. Statement of aims 

Al. The Socialist Alliance aims to build 
a political alternative to the Labour Party. 
We do this by fighting elections, support¬ 
ing workers in struggle, taking a lead on 
all democratic questions and building 
support for the Socialist Alliance within 
the working class. 

A2. Our goal is the creation of a new 
working class party dedicated to the 
overthrow of capitalism and achieving 
socialism - ie, the mle of the working class 
- and through that general freedom. 

A3. Until a full programme is adopted the 
manifesto, People before profit , agreed 
by the March 10 2001 Birmingham policy 
conference, and as subsequently 
amended, will function as the programme 
of the alliance. 

B. Membership 

Bl. A member of the Socialist Alliance 
is one who accepts the programme and 
rules, works in one of its organisations 
where possible and pays the relevant 
membership fees. 

B2. Members must not oppose Social¬ 
ist Alliance candidates or obstmct defi¬ 
nite actions. The Socialist Alliance aims 
towards the fullest unity in democrati¬ 
cally agreed actions. An aspiration pri¬ 
marily brought to life through common 
political struggle, patient education and 
raising consciousness. 

B3. Members enjoy the following rights: 

• the right to hold opinions and express 
them 

• the right to put oneself forward for and 
to take part in the selection of Socialist 
Alliance candidates 

• the right hold officers and representa¬ 
tives of the Socialist Alliance to account 
through democratic mechanisms 

• the right to collectively elect and recall 
Socialist Alliance officers and commit¬ 
tees 

• the right to form distinct temporary or 
long-term political platforms 

• the right read, write for and publicly dis¬ 
tribute publications 

• the right to political education and so¬ 
cialist theory in the Socialist Alliance. 
B4. The Socialist Alliance seeks to reach 
out to all those oppressed and discrimi¬ 
nated against by capitalism, such as 
women, black and other oppressed eth¬ 


nic groups, lesbians and gay men and 
people with disabilities. To help ensure 
that oppressed groups can feel that the 
Socialist Alliance really belongs to them 
they will have the right to caucus at any 
level within the alliance. 

B5. Anyone elected as a Socialist Alli¬ 
ance candidate will: 

• live on no more than the average wage 
of a skilled worker 

• publish details of all then expenses and 
how these expenses have been spent 

• publish details of any activities for 
which payment has been made 

• provide a monthly report of their activi¬ 
ties to die NEC, the press and the public 

• hold regular surgeries for their constitu¬ 
ents 

• remain accountable to the local alliance 
for their seat throughout their term in 
office 

C. Organisation 

Cl. The basic organisational fotm of the 
Socialist Alliance is the geographical or 
workplace branch. There will also be 
Socialist Alliance regional organisations. 
In the first place the decision to estab¬ 
lish a branch and its boundaries will be 
that of the members concerned. In the 
case of a dispute the final decision will 
be made by the executive committee. No 
branch shall have fewer titan 10 members 
without the permission of the executive 
committee. Branches have full autonomy 
in their sphere of operations. That in¬ 
cludes electing officers and selecting 
candidates. 

C2. Regional committees are established 
on the basis of grouping no less than five 
branches. The role of these committees 
is to help coordinate the work of 
branches. 

C3. The sovereign body of the Socialist 
Alliance is the annual conference. It can 
decide on all matters: eg, policy, disputes, 
programme, rules, dissolving die Social¬ 
ist Alliance or changing its name. 

C4. Conference is either open to all mem¬ 
bers on a one-member-one-vote system 
or shall be convened as a delegate con¬ 
ference. Delegate conferences must be 
based on a system of elections from 
branches and regional committees. The 
election of delegates from branches and 
regional committees must ensure that po- 


Towards a SA party 


Some comrades in the Social¬ 
ist Alliance say we should set¬ 
tle for a loose conglomeration 
of leftwing groups and local 
campaigns. Others want a ‘rela¬ 
tively durable’ united front. For 
these comrades the word 
‘party’, when it comes to the 




Socialist Alliance, is anath¬ 
ema. It is as if they were anar¬ 
chists. 

In reality we are already a 
party in many senses. Drawing 
on an extensive study of history 
and containing a thorough 
analysis of the submissions to 
the Socialist Alliance’s pivotal 
December 1 conference, this 
booklet presents the ways and 
means of arriving at that end. 
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litical minorities are properly represented. 
C5. If 10% of die membership or 25% of 
the branches or one-third of the regional 
committees requests it a special confer¬ 
ence shall be held. If the conference has 
not been held within six months those 
branches and regional committees who 
have requested a conference shall estab¬ 
lish a conference arrangements commit¬ 
tee in order to convene the conference. 
C6. The executive committee has the re¬ 
sponsibility of carrying out conference 
decisions, initiating national political ac¬ 
tions and setting the level of financial 
contributions front members, branches 
and regions. Between conference die ex¬ 
ecutive committee represents the mem¬ 
bership as a whole. 

C7. Election to the executive committee 
shall be by individual nomination and 
those with the highest votes being 
elected. Conference will decide upon the 
size of the executive and can select from 
its ranks an elections preparations com¬ 
mittee. It can draw up a recommended list 
based on agreed criteria to ensure an ef¬ 
fective leadership: ie, gender, ethnic back¬ 
ground, political faction, experience and 
geography. 

C8. The executive committee shall elect 
its own officers and establish working 
parties, commissions and sub-commit- 
tees. All officers and committees are re¬ 
callable. 

C9. The executive committee has the 
right to call meetings of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance Council. The council is made up 
of executive committee members and del¬ 
egates from branches and regions. Coun¬ 
cil will decide upon matters submitted to 
it by the executive committee. As a norm 
the council should meet four times a year. 
CIO. The executive may coopt new 
members by a simple majority vote. These 
members have a voice but no vote. 
Cll. Members may establish short-term 
or long-term platforms on whatever po¬ 
litical basis they see fit. Platforms shall 
be officially recognised by the executive 
committee if they have more than 20 fully 
paid up Socialist Alliance members. 
Members’ platforms have the right to 
submit motions to conference and the 
executive committee and to send a del¬ 
egate to the executive committee. That 
delegate shall have speaking rights but 
not voting rights. 

C12. Members breaking the rules of the 
Socialist Alliance can be warned of their 
conduct by branches and regional com¬ 
mittees. Branches and regional commit¬ 
tees can also recommend to the 
executive committee that a member 
should be suspended for up to six 
months or expelled. The political con¬ 
sciousness of the member must be taken 
into account; so must the circumstances 
of any offence. 

C13. Conference will elect an Appeals 
Committee with a membership of five, 
who must not be members of the execu¬ 
tive. The committee shall elect a con¬ 
venor from amongst its membership, who 
will have the right to attend the execu¬ 
tive on a non-voting basis. 

C14. The functions of the Appeals Com¬ 
mittee shall be as follows: 

i. Membership - Where a local alliance or 
national body wishes to reject an appli¬ 
cation for membership, or expel an exist¬ 
ing member, the request must be made in 
writing to die appeals committee, who will 
have the final decision. 

ii. Disputes - Any disputes about the 


balance of rights and duties between in¬ 
dividual members or members ’ platforms, 
or complaints about the conduct of indi¬ 
viduals or members’ platforms, shall be 
referred to the Appeals Committee. The 
decision of the committee will be bind¬ 
ing on all parties concerned, 

iii. Elections - Where disputes arise lo¬ 
cally around endorsement of candidates, 
which seats are to be contested, etc, the 
executive may ask the Appeals Commit¬ 
tee to investigate the situation and make 
recommendations for a course of action. 
The final decision on these matters will 
remain with the executive. 

C15. The expectation is that all disputes 
should be resolved locally where possi¬ 
ble, in line with the S A’s principles of non¬ 
sectarian, positive cooperation. Disputes 
should only be referred to the Appeals 
Committee where local attempts to find a 
resolution have failed. All decisions of 
the Appeals Committee can be over¬ 
turned at a conference by a simple ma¬ 
jority vote. 

C16. The Socialist Alliance must be a 
model of civilised democracy, in contrast 
to the control freakery of New Labour. 
We need efficient decision-making on the 
Alliance’s responses to political events; 
transparency and accountability in de¬ 
cision-making; maximum discussion be¬ 
fore all important decisions; decision by 
consensus where possible; and au¬ 
tonomy for groups within the alliance. 
C17. All important decisions should be 
taken through written resolutions of ap¬ 
propriate conferences or committees. All 
decision-making bodies of the alliance 
must keep minutes of their proceedings 
which include the text of all proposals 
adopted, defeated or remitted, and details 
of votes. These minutes must be circu¬ 
lated promptly to all Socialist Alliance 
members who request them, either free 
by email or, on payment of an extra sub¬ 
scription sufficient to cover costs, by 
ordinary mail. 

D. Political paper 

Dl. The executive committee must en¬ 
sure that the Socialist Alliance is 
equipped with a regular political paper. 
D2. The executive committee shall elect 
an editorial board and should ensure that 
the editorial board reflects our political 
diversity. The editorial board elects and 
can change the editor and other respon¬ 
sible positions • 


What we 
fight for 

• Our central aim is to reforge the 
Communist Party of Great Britain. 
Without this Party the working class 
is nothing; with it, it is everything. 

• The Communist Party serves the 
interests of the working class. We 
fight all forms of opportunism and 
revisionism in the workers’ move¬ 
ment because they endanger those 
interests. We insist on open ideo¬ 
logical struggle in order to fight out 
the correct way forward for our 
class. 

• Marxism-Leninism is powerful be¬ 
cause it is true. Communists relate 
theory to practice. We are material¬ 
ists; we hold that ideas are deter¬ 
mined by social reality and not the 
other way round. 

• We believe in the highest level of 
unity among workers. We fight for 
the unity of the working class of all 
countries and subordinate the 
struggle in Britain to the world revo¬ 
lution itself. The liberation of human¬ 
ity can only be achieved through 
world communism. 

• The working class in Britain needs 
to strike as a fist. This means all com¬ 
munists should be organised into a 
single Party. We oppose all forms of 
separatism, which weakens our 
class. 

• Socialism can never come through 
parliament. The capitalist class will 
never peacefully allow their system 
to be abolished. Socialism will only 
succeed through working class 
revolution and the replacement of the 
dictatorship of the capitalists with 
the dictatorship of the working 
class. Socialism lays the basis for the 
conscious planning of human af¬ 
fairs: ie, communism. 

• We support the right of nations to 
self-determination. In Britain today 
this means the struggle for Irish free¬ 
dom should be given full support by 
the British working class. 

• Communists are champions of the 
oppressed. We fight for the libera¬ 
tion of women, the ending of racism, 
bigotry and all other forms of chau¬ 
vinism. Oppression is a direct result 
of class society and will only finally 
be eradicated by the ending of class 
society. 

• War and peace, pollution and the 
environment are class questions. No 
solution to the world’s problems can 
be found within capitalism. Its cease¬ 
less drive for profit puts the world 
at risk. The future of humanity de¬ 
pends on the triumph of commu¬ 
nism. 

• We urge all who accept these prin¬ 
ciples to join us. A Communist Party 
Supporter reads and fights to build 
the circulation of the Party’s pub¬ 
lications; contributes regularly to 
the Party’s funds and encourages 
others to do the same; where possi¬ 
ble, builds and participates in the 
work of a Communist Party Support¬ 
ers Group. 
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Socialism 
2001 has its 
prophet of old 


Spirit of Maclean 


T he main theme of the Scottish So¬ 
cialist Party’s Socialism 2001, being 
held this weekend in Glasgow, is 
undoubtedly the deification of John 
Maclean - the outstanding early 20th 
century Clydeside socialist and trench¬ 
ant opponent of World War I. For the 
SSP he is now prophet, saint and martyr. 
On Friday there is a march from George 
Square and a rally at Glasgow Caledonian 
University which will celebrate his life - 
especially his call for a Scottish workers’ 
republic. 

Maclean was a member of the British 
Socialist Party. However although he 
thought himself a supporter of the Bol¬ 
sheviks he refused to join the CPGB when 
it was formed in 1921. Maltreatment in 
prison deeply affected his personality. He 
saw spies everywhere - his wife, friends, 
the CPGB were all suspect. 

After a brief membership of the sectar¬ 
ian Socialist Labour Party, Maclean 
formed his own Scottish Workers Repub¬ 
lican Party - irrelevant except that it splen¬ 
didly serves the left nationalist myth 
makers, including the SSP. 

Apart from Friday’s rally there are 
speeches on Maclean on both the Sat¬ 
urday and Sunday. Gerry Cairns of the 
left nationalist John Maclean Society, 
Hugh Kerr and James Kelman will all be 
singing his praises. TTie purpose is clear. 
Create a left nationalist ideology to root 
the SSP call for an “independent social¬ 
ist Scodand’’ in what passes for history. 
The high priest of the new faith is, of 
course, Tommy Sheridan. His holy scribe 
being Alan McCombes. 

SSP branches are currently deciding 
on motions to be debated at next March’s 
delegate conference in Dundee. 
Amongst those being proposed is a call 
- very much against the left nationalist 
tide - for the SSP to aim for organisational 
unity with socialists in England and 
Wales, while recognising the right of the 
Scottish people to self-determination. 
This is vehemently opposed by the lead¬ 
ership, which at present has a comfort¬ 
able left nationalist majority. Since 
Scottish independence is the top prior¬ 
ity, unity with socialists south of the roy¬ 
alist border is regarded as not only a 
waste of time, but positively undesirable. 

Part of the Macleanite argument used 
to justify this separatism is the claim that 
the SSP is light years ahead of its Eng¬ 
lish and Welsh counterparts in terms of 
working class consciousness and the 
advance to socialism. Scotland just can¬ 
not afford to wait for England and Wales 
to catch up. Besides, the achievement of 
socialism in one country in Scotland will 
act as a boost to workers in the rest of 

Workers 

Unity 

Fringe meeting at Socialism 2001: ‘Are 
we facing a recession or depression?’ 
Speaker: Hillel Ticktin. Saturday De¬ 
cember 1, 1pm, room wl 19, Hamish 
Wood Building. All welcome. 



John Maclean 


Britain. This is the SSP leadership's ver¬ 
sion of ‘internationalism’. It has been 
given a Marxist gloss by Alan Mc¬ 
Combes and is to be defended by Murray 
Smith (SSP international coordinator) on 
Sunday. He is to speak alongside Chris 
Bambery - representing what left nation¬ 
alists in Scotland now call the “Socialist 
Workers Party, England and Wales”. 

Our nationalists are able to point to the 
current state of the Socialist Alliance in 
support of this ‘England and Wales are 
backward’ argument. While comrades 
Sheridan and McCombes do not com¬ 
pletely mle out the possibility of the SA 
making the same kind of progress in 
terms of membership growth and elec¬ 
toral success as the SSP, it is regarded as 
highly unlikely. They look at the antics 
of the Socialist Party and its Committee 
for a Workers International - represented 
by a lone Phil Stott among the speakers 
at Socialism 2001 - and the S WP and con¬ 
clude (correctly) that neither have the 
slightest desire to come together in a sin¬ 
gle party. In Scotland of course the SWP 
came on board last May, when the SSP 
was already established as the place 
where all socialists had to be. 

That is why those of us who passion¬ 
ately desire working class unity on an all- 
Britain level, viewing it as a burning 
necessity in order to topple the UK state, 
are looking to socialists in England to put 
the SA on a firm footing. Our only 
speaker this weekend is Mary Ward, 
billed as Campaign for a Federal Repub¬ 
lic. Steps taken in the direction of estab¬ 
lishing a Socialist Alliance party would 
undercut the argument that there is noth¬ 
ing in England to unite with. Surely that 
means the left at the very least prioritis¬ 
ing the SA in all its activity, building up 
working SA branches and launching a 
regular SA publication. Unless and until 
we see such moves within the alliance, 
our job will be doubly difficult. 

The SSP leadership is politically ambi¬ 
tious - and quite rightly so - but its ambi¬ 
tion is worryingly misdirected. The 
leadership talks of eight or nine MSPs 
after the 2003 elections to the Scottish 
parliament (and this is certainly possible), 
but their main task is not seen as acting 
as an advance party in the enemy camp 
as part of a united struggle of workers in 
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Scotland, England and Wales to defeat 
the UK constitutional monarchy system. 
On the contrary, they will be called upon 
to act as foot soldiers for the SNP, help¬ 
ing to ensure that we have a referendum 
on independence. Margo MacDonald 
MSP and Dorothy Grace Elder MSP - 
both from the SNP - address Socialism 
2001 on Saturday. Scottish independence 
delivered by the SNP might well weaken 
the UK, but the struggle to smash it 
would be set back years if workers north 
and south of the border go their sepa¬ 
rate ways. 

The entry of the SWP - now reconsti¬ 
tuted as the Socialist Worker Platform - 
into the SSP has been a complicating 
factor in assessing the balance of forces 
within the party. In addition to comrade 
Bambery of the ‘SWP-EW’ the SW Plat¬ 
form is well represented at Socialism. 
Donny Gluckstein, Neil Davidson, 
etc.While such SWP leaders have con¬ 
sistently stated that the call for Scottish 
independence is “no problem”, the plat¬ 
form upon which they are organised in 
the SSP tends to contradict that. It is 
based on the ‘Where we stand’ column 
carried every week in Socialist Worker , 
but has this important addendum: 

“We support the right of self-determi¬ 
nation for the Scottish people and exten¬ 


sion of the powers of the Scottish parlia¬ 
ment. Scotland remains, however, part of 
the UK imperialist state. Together with 
English and Welsh workers we face a 
common enemy. Scottish workers remain 
part of British-wide trade unions. We 
stand for a united fightback by Scottish, 
English and Welsh workers.” 

The SW Platform has the support of 
around 40% of SSP activists and clearly 
this influx has caused the leadership, 
dominated by the International Socialist 
Movement comrades (formerly the Scot¬ 
tish Militant Labour majority), to rethink 
on several important issues, including the 
public sale of a platform’s literature and 
voting rights at conference. 

From this year conference will no 
longer be open to all members, with equal 
right to speak and vote. There has been 
significant resistance at branch level to 
the decision agreed this year that from 
2002 conference votes will be determined 
by branch delegates. It would, of course, 
be difficult to conduct all-member con¬ 
ferences ad infinitum, assuming contin¬ 
ued growth, but the prospect of the 
comparatively well organised SW Plat¬ 
form supporters being able to win a ma¬ 
jority at a conference decided by 
whoever turns up on the day spurred the 
leadership to implement the change. 

Branches are currently allowed 25% of 
members as delegates, with voting rights, 
but any member can still attend confer¬ 
ence and participate in debates and 
thereby influence decision-making. Cur¬ 
rent SSP membership is between 2,000 
and 3,000 (exact figures do not appear to 
be readily available). This will put at least 
500 delegates in the City of Discovery 
next March, making it the largest SSP 
conference to date (this year’s Glasgow 
conference had around 350, including 
visitors). However, as a result of the 
change platforms no longer have guar¬ 
anteed equitable representation at con¬ 
ference. 

Of equal concern to grassroots sup¬ 
porters of minority platforms (who do 
much of the donkey work in the 
branches) is the official disapproval of 
publicly selling and promoting literature 
other than Scottish Socialist Voice, in¬ 
troduced as part of new guidelines aimed 


at reducing the influence of the SW Plat¬ 
form. This undemocratic mling is likely 
to be vigorously challenged at the Dun¬ 
dee conference. Various red herrings are 
offered in support of this censorious 
policy, the most popular being that work¬ 
ers would be confused by the plethora 
of material available, would not under¬ 
stand why there was such a variety of 
(partially conflicting) socialist perspec¬ 
tives and the autonomy of the SSP 
would be undermined. 

If we are serious about building a po¬ 
litical party of the working class using the 
dual tactics of “electoral struggle” and 
“mass action on the streets and in the 
workplace”, then the SSP will need more 
than Scottish Socialist Voice as the sole 
reading matter for the masses. To frown 
upon platforms and tendencies that 
openly sell their preferred literature as 
well as the Voice is tantamount to the 
denial of freedom of expression. SSP 
members who do not fear open and 
transparent democracy will campaign for 
definite SSP actions. However, those 
same members may not agree with 
important aspects of party policy and 
must have the right to publicly argue their 
position in order to become a majority. 
Open debate, open disagreement and the 
acknowledgement of such disagreement 
are the essential ingredients of a truly 
democratic organisation. To pretend eve¬ 
ryone within the SSP is in complete 
agreement over every question would be 
a deception. Socialist parties, including 
the SSP, are not homogeneous. 

Comrades in England and Wales and 
throughout the world can rest assured 
that there is a growing minority in the SSP 
which stands for and will fight to achieve 
the closest possible unity in the war to 
overthrow first the UK state and then the 
universal system of capital • 

Ronnie Mejka 
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